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By Mr. JONAS of North Carolina: A bill (H. R. 13236) 

for the relief of Glarence Preston ; to the Committee on Military 
Affairs. · 

By :Mr. O'CONNOR of Oklahoma: A bill (H. R. 13237) to 
extend the benefits of the employees' compensation act of 
September 7, 1916, to Maude R. Crawford, widow of William 
1\f. Crawford, a former special disbu.rsing officer with the Indian 
office at Pawhuska, Okla.; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. SEIBERLING: A bill (H. R. 13238) granting a pen
sion to Balbina Lesniewski ; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. SHORT of Missouri: A bill (H. R. 13239) granting 
a pension to Mary Mitchell; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 13240) granting a pension to Louisa Hale; 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.-

Also, a bill (H. R. 13241) granting a pension to Annie L. 
Burnett ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. SINCLAIR: A bill (H. R. 13242) granting an in
crease of pens_ion to Foolish Bear; to the Committee on Pen
sions. 

By Mr. SLOAN: A bill (H. R. '13243) granting a pension to 
Valdora V. Munson; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. WOOD: A bill (H. R. 13244) granting a pension to 
Charles Thornton Newhall; to the Committee on Invalid Pen
sions. 

By Mr. WURZBACH: A bill (H. R. 13245) for the relief of 
William T. Sansom; to the Committee on Military Affairs. · 

By Mr. ZIHLMAN: A bill (H. R. 13246) granting an in
crease of pension to Sarah E. McKenzie ; to the Committee on · 
Invalid Pensions. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid 
on the Clerk's desk and referred as follows: 

7667. By Mr. GRAHAM: Memorial of Philadelphia Board of 
Trade, opposing Senate bill 4357, to amend section 24 of the 
Judicial Code; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

7668. By Mr. McCORMACK af Massachusetts: Petition of the 
Department of Massachusetts, United Spanish War Veterans, 
John A. Buswell, department adjutant, 158 State Honse, Boston, 
Mass., adopted at its thirty-first annual encampment, held at 

- Framingham, Mass., June 13-15, 1930, urging legislation for the 
immediate building up and development of the Naval Reserve 
of the United States as a second line of defense; to the Com-
mittee on Naval Affairs. · 

SENATE 
MoNDAY, June 30, 1930 

Rev. James W. Morris, D. D., assistant rector Church of the 
Epiphany, city of Washington, offered the following prayer: 

Almighty God and Heavenly Father, whose sovereign authority 
is over all Thy works, by whose merciful providence kings reign 
and rulers are established, we ascribe unto Thee greatness and 
power. We glorify Thee as the God of troth and inviolate 
righteousness, just and right in all Thy ways. . 

Enable us all, we pray Thee, governors as well as governed, 
to keep ever in mind that there can be no real freedom either 
for ourselves or for our Nation without filial submission to Thy 
beneficent will and only in humble service of Thy holy name. 

We ask this through the mediation of Thy Son, to whom 
Thou hast given all authority in heaven and on earth. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 

The Chief Clerk proceeded to read the Journal of the proceed
ings of Saturday last, when, on request of 1\Ir. FEss and by 
unanimous consent, the further reading was dispensed with and 
the Jom·nal was approved. 

Ml!BSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 

A message from the House of Repre entatives by Mr. Halti
gan, one of its clerks, announced that the House had agreed to 
the reports of the committees of conference on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses on the amendment of the Senate to 
each of the following bills: 

S. 94L An act to amend the act entitled "An act to regulate 
interstate transportation of black bass, and for other purposes," 
approved May 20, 1926; and 

H. R. 730. An act to amend section 8 of the act entitled "An 
act for preventing the manufacture, sale, or transportation of 
adulteratro or misbranded or poisonous or deleterious foods, 
drugs, medicines, and liquors, and for regulating traffic therein, 
and for other purpo es," approved June 30, 1906, as amended. 

The message also announced that the House had agreed to the 
reports of the committees of conference on the disagreeing votes 

of the two Hou es on the amendments of the Senate to each of 
the following bills: 

H. R. 6. An act to amend the definition of oleomargarine con
tained in the act entitled "An act defining butter; also imposing 
a tax upon and regulating the manufacture, sale, importation, 
and exportation of oleomargarine," approved August 2, 1886, as 
ameQ.ded ; and . 

H. R. 4189. An act to add certain lands to the Boise National 
Forest. 

The message further announced that the Hou e had disagreed 
to the amendment of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 11144) to 
authorize the Secretary of the Treasury to extend, r model, and 
enlarge the post-office building at Washington, D. C., and for . 
other purposes; requested a conference with the Senate on the 
disagreeing votes of the two Houses thereon, and that Mr. 
ELLr<YIT, M.r. TAYLOR of Tennessee, and Mr. LANHAM were ap
pointed managers on the part of the House at the conference. 

The message also announced that the House had disagreed to 
the am.en~ents of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 12902) making 
appropriations to supply deficiencies in certain appropriations 
for the fisc:1:1 year ending June 30, 1930, and prior fiscal years, 
to provide supplemental appropriations for the fiscal years end
ing June 30, 1930, and June 30, 1931, and for other purposes; 
requested a conference with the Senate on the disagreeing votes 
of the two Houses thereon, and that Mr. WooD, 1\Ir. CRAMTON, 
Mr. WAsoN, Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado,. and Mr. AYRES were ap
pointed managers on the part of the House at the conference. 

The message further annoUn.ced that the House had di agreed 
to the amendment of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 8242) for the 
relief of George W. McPherson; requested a conference with 
the Senate on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses thereon, 
and that Mr. IRWIN, Mr. FrrzoEBALD, and Mr. Box were ap~ 
pointed managers on the part of the House at the conference. 

The message also announced that the House had agreed to 
the amendment of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 4176) for the 
relief of Dr. Charles W. Reed. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 

The message further announced that the Speaker had affixed 
his signature to the following enrolled bills, and they were 
signed by the President pro tempore: 

H. R. 495. An act for the relief of Katherine Frances Lamb 
and Elinor Frances Lamb ; 

H. R. 528. An act for the relief of Clarence C. Cadell ; 
H. R. 650. An act for the payment of damages to certain citi

zens of California and other owners of property damaged by 
the flood, caused by reason of artificial ob tructions to the 
natural flow of water being placed in the Picacho and No-name 
Washes by an agency of the United States; 

H. R. 730. An act to amend section 8 of the act entitled "An 
act for preventing the manufacture, sale, or transportation of 
adulterated or misbranded or poisonous or deleterious foods, 
drugs, medicines, and liquors, and for regulatinG' traffic therein, 
and for other purpo es," approved June 30, 1906, as amended; 

H. R. 794. An act for the relief of C. B. Smith ; 
H. R. 917. An act for the relief of John Panza and Rose 

Panza; 
H. R. 919. An act for the relief of the father of Catharine 

Kearney; 
H. R. 2170. An act for the relief of Clyde Cornish ·; 
H. 1t. 2782. An act for the relief of Elizabeth B. Dayton ; 
H. R. 3 89. An act for the relief of Albert A. Inman ; 
H. R. 3891. An act for the relief of Harry Martin ; 
H. R. 4161. An act for the relief of Isaac Fink ; 
H. R. 4564. An act for the relief of E. J. Kerlee; and 
H. R. 8723. An act for the relief of Rachel Levy. 

MINORITY VIEWS ON LONDON NAVAL TREATY (REPT. NO. 10801 PT. 2) 

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, I present the views of the 
minority of the Foreign Relations Committee upon the London 
naval treaty and ask that they may be printed a a Senate 
document and also printed in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

The minority views are as follows: 
[S. Rept. 1080, pt. 2, 7lst Cong., 2d sess.] 

LIMITATION A D REDUCTION OF NAVAL ARMAMENT 

Mr. JoB so~, from the Committee on Foreign Relations, submitted 
the following minority views (to accompany Executive I) : 

It is unfortunate that a discussion of the London treaty must deal 
with ships of war and comparative navies of different countries. The 
treaty, however, is one that is highly technical in character and which 
concerns in a.ll their ramifications the fighting sea forces of Great 
Britain, Japan, and the United States. The treaty not only deals with 
the comparative nal'al trength of the three countries, but presumably 
with these nations' national defense, the protection of their commerce, 
and even the contingency of difficulties among them. In· these aspects 
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the negotiations for the treaty were carried on, and. upon the lines 
which radiate from a contract relating to the navies of the three coun
tries, presumably the three nations at London not only considered but 
discussed every possible contingency. 

The minority of the Foreign Relations Committee, opposing the 
treaty, discln.im either militarism or jingoism, and insist that its few 
members have ever been and still are advocates of fair naval limitation 
and honest naval reduction. The minority, however, demand that no 
treaty in respect to the United States Navy shall be ratified by the 
Senate which is disadvantageous to our country; which precludes an 
adequate national defense; which affects injuriously the naval protec
tion of our enormous and fast-expanding sea commerce ; or which 
destructively deals with our relative position in respect to other nations. 
All these.things the London treaty does, and because it does these 
things, and because it is neither fair nor just to the United States, we 
oppose it. 

It is a noticeable and a remarkable fact that a treaty for which so 
much is claimed, opposition to which arouses such a pretense of indig
nation, is presented to the Senate without explanation or report. After 
the Washington conference of 1922 it was not considered beneath the 
dignity of the President to report in person to the Senate and the people 
his proceedings and what he deemed his accomplishment. The pleni
potentiaries of the United States at that conference, Elihu Root, 
Charles Evans Hughes, Henry Cabot Lodge, and Oscar Underwood, not 
only conceived it to be their duty ·but it was their pleasure at length 
and in detail to file an elaborate explanation of what had transpired, 
and to print that explanation as a public document. Within the past 
few days, Canada's representative has filed with his Government and 
printed for the public an account of his stewardship at the recent 
London conference. But singularly enough, the London treaty is given 
to the Eenate by the President with only the formal lines of transmis
sion; no representatives of our country, save in their incomplete testi
mony before the committees of the Senate, have indulged in any recital 
of their activities; Members of the Senate, who were plenipotentiaries 
in the making and are now Senators in the ratification, aside from 
recent radio addresses, have not been heard in detail upon the pact, and 
finally the Foreign Relations Committee in reporting the treaty favor
ably does it without one word of comment, explanation, or elucidation. 

The treaty comes upon the floor, therefore, the mere barren document 
executed at London, with the printed hearings, of course, that have 
been held, without detailed report or explanation, but with what, doubt
less, in the opinion of its advocates, may be much more important, the 
mute votes of the majority members of the Foreign Relations Committee. 

It is quite necessary, in order to have an adequate conception of what 
should have been done at London, to recall what has happened at pre
vious conferences for naval limitation. Naval limitation was first really 
sought at the Washington conference of 1922. In the first enthusiasm 
for armament limitation and reduction it was assumed that real ad
vancement was there made. Our Government by its words and its acts 
demonstrated its sincerity for limitation and reduction, and that from 
the Washington conference came neither was no fault of the United 
States. 

We find in the report of the American delegation, headed by the then 
Secretary of State, Charles Evans Hughes, which was submitted to the 
President February 9, 1922, and printed as a public document (there is 
no similar report here) that at the opening of the Washington confer
ence a definite American plan was submitted to the British Empire and 
Japan. The report proceeds (what a pity there is no such explanation 

' to guide us respecting the London conference) : 
" The American plan therefore temporarily postponed ' the considera

tion of the navies of France and Italy and definitely proposed a program 
of limitation for the United States, British Empire, ·and Japan. The 
proposal was one of renunciation of building programs, of scrapping of 
existing ships, and of establishing an agreed ratio of naval strength. It 
was a proposal of sacrifices, and the American Government in making 
the proposal, at once stated the sacrifices which it was ready to make 
and upon the basis of which alone it asked commensurate sacrifices of 
others. 

"The American plan rested upon the application of these four general 
pt·ineiples : 

"(1) That all capital-ship building programs, either actual or pro
jected, should be abandoned; 

"(2) That further reduction should be made through the scrapping of 
certain of the older ships ; 

"(3) That in general regard should be had to the existing naval 
strength of the powers concerned ; 

"(4) That the capital-ship tonnage should be used as the measure
ment of strength for navies and a proportionate allowance of auxiliary 
combatant cnft prescribed." 

The report after the statement of the American plan continues 
(what an aid it would be if similarly we could follow what happened at 
London): 

"This proposal was presented on behalf of the American delegation at 
the first session of the conference, and at once evoked from the other 
delegates expressions of assent in principle." 

The report continues : 
" It was obvious that no agreement for limitation was possible if the 

three powers were not content to take as a basis their actual existing 
naval strength. * • • 

"When the argument was presented by Japan that a better ratio
that is, one more favorable to Japan than that assigned by the American 
plan-should be adopted and emphasis was placed upon the asserted 
needs of Japan, the answer was made that if Japan was entitled to a 
better ratio upon the basis of actual existing naval strength, it should 
be, but otherwise it could not be, accepted. The American plan fixed 
the ratio between the United States, the British Empire, and Japan 
as 5-5-3 or 10-10-6; Great Britain at once agreed, but the Japanese 
Government desired a ratio of 10-10-7. * * • 

- .. The American Government submitted to the British and Japanese 
naval experts its records with respect to the extent of the work which 
had been done on the ships under construction, and the negotiations 
resulted in an acceptance by both Great Britain and Japan of the ratio 
which the American Government had proposed. 

"Before. a. senting to this ratio the Japanese Government desired 
.assurances 'vith regard to the increase of fortifications and naval bases 
in the Pacific Ocean. • • 

"After pL'olonged negotiations the three powers-the United States, 
the British Empire, and Japan-made an agreement that the status 
quo at the time of the signing of the naval treaty, with regard to forti
fications and naval bases, should be maintained in their respective ter
ritories and possessions." 

The treaty presented by the Washington conference severely restricted 
our naval bases in the Pacific Ocean west of Hawaii, which i · di tant 
nearly 3,000 miles from Japan and almost 5,000 miles from Manila. 
These restrictions were admittedly the price paid by the United States 
for the G-3 ratio with Japan, and the obligations of the United States 
in respect to its naval pos es~ions in the Pacific have been scrupulously 
observed. 

We have been .at some pains to demonstrate the ratio that was ac
corded at the Washington conference of 1922, because, with a most 
peculiar lack of knowledge, it has been as erted repeatedly by our 
representatives that by the Washington conference a ratio was fixed 
in respect to battleships and airplane carriers alone, and that there 
was no agreement at all in regard to auxiliary craft. It is quite true 
that the Washington conference did not deal with scrapping and the 
like of cruisers and auxiliary vessels, but it i · no less true that there 
was a definite and distinct understanding upon which our country 
acted and is acting to-day in reference to its possessions in the Pacific 
by which the ratio not only of battleships but auxiliary vessels was 
fixed by the three nations-5 for Great Britain, 5 for America, and 3 
for Japan. Forgetfulness of what transpired at the Washington con
ference and a mistaken view that no ratio was fixed for auxiliary craft 
at Washington led our representatives at London into error, and ap
parently there, by conceding the lack of ratio, they eliminated what 
had in reality been agreed upon at the Washington conference to the 
great detriment and disadvantage of our Nation. 

The immediate aftermath of the Washington conference was the 
scrapping by the United States of battleships upon which some hun
dreds of millions of dollars of our taxpayers' money had just been 
spent. Our sacrifices were infinitely greater than those of any other 
nation, and this is the admitted fact. Not only did we make the sacri
fice in dollars and cents, but in battleships that had no peer in all the 
world, and we permitted our naval bases to remain in status quo, with
out in reality corresponding restrictions upon Japan and with the 
British left with their full rights as close to the Orient as Singapore. 
We destroyed our taxpayers' property and restricted ourselves much 
more severely than either of the other nations. This w.as done upon 
the theory that we had obtained a naval limitation treaty, that the 
ratio of the navies of the three great nations was 5-5-3, that compe
tition in naval armament had been forever stopped, an<l that our tax
payers had been relieved of a most onerous burden of taxation. 

Indeed, after the Washington conference the chief of the American 
delegation, singing its praises, said : 

"It is obvious that this agreement means ultimately an enormous 
saving of money and the lifting of a heavy and unnecessary burden. 
The treaty absolutely stops the race in competition in naval armament. 
At the same time it leaves the relative security of the great naval 
powers unimpaired." 

We had scarcely ceased applauding the eloquent words of Mr. Hughes: 
at the close of the conference before our disillusionment came. Imme
diately thereafter Great Britain and Japan began building cruisers. 
The competition in naval armament that we boasted had been so effec
tively stopped by the Washington conference really began immidiately 
thereafter. There was no lifting of any burden of taxation from 
peoples. The Washington agreement instead of leaving relative se
curity of the great naval power unimpaired left it unstable and 
uncertain, and by one of the paradoxes of diplomacy we found at 
London the e results of the W.ashington conference seriously urged by 
our representatives as reasons .for the execution of the London treaty, 
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and they are now . with equal . seriousness insisting that. these results 
demand the Lonrlon treaty ratification. 

Feverishly after the Wa hington conference building of warships was 
engaged in by Great Britain and Japan. The United States pursued the 
even tenor of its way and adopted finally a cruiser program, which bas 
been accepted as a national naval policy. But a small part of this 
policy has been thus far carried out. Many more cruisers have been 
built by Japan and Great Britain than by our country, and strangely 
enough the representatives of the richest country in the world, the only 
nation where economic nece ~ity does not forbid pursuing any course 
deemed appropriate or necessary, ask that we accept by the London 
treaty a situation forced upon us by Great Britain and Japan by which 
we freeze our Navy into a condition which will still further handicap us 
in any future conferences. 

For many years pa t there has existed within our Government what 
is termed the General Board of the Navy that reports in all naval mat
ters to the Secretary of the Navy, and makes its recommendations con
cerning the naval interests of our Government. For a decade this Gen
eral Board, composed of those learned in their profession and expert in 
its technical ramifications, has definitely recommended, and this recom
mendation has become our fixed policy, that 8-inch-gun cruisers were 
essential for the protection of American commerce, especially in view of 
the pos ession by other navies ot battle cruisers and of naval bases and 
merchant marine superior to us. From time immemorial it bas been 
held in ·our country that the primary purpose of the Navy was the pro
tection of our commerce. We are very much inferior in our merchant 
marine to Great Britain, and our agreement not to strengthen our bases 
in the Pacific greatly lessened our real naval power there. The lack of 
th£se bases and the inferiority of our merchant marine emphasize the 
absolute necessity for our country to possess the strongest type of cruiser 
permitted within the limitations of our treaty obligations, and this is the 
8-inch-gun cruiser. 

Our General Board bas insisted that within the total tonnage allowed 
by treaties we should be permitted to build such ships as we desired, 
and that other nations should have the like privilege. The very crux of 
one of the controversies over the London treaty is this right of the 
United States to build within the tonnage provided, suitable ships for 
the United States. The right is demanded by some of us. It is denied 
by Great Britain. In the London treaty Great Britain prevails. 

At the Geneva conference in 1927 our delegation, acting under the 
instructions of President' Coolidge, ~etused to yield the right of the 
United States to build within the tonnage limitation the type of cruiser 
which we needed, and upon that issue the conference failed. We de
clined to yield either to the demand of Great Britain that we build the 
kind of cruiser for the United States that Great Britain insisted we 
should build. The Hon. Hugh Gibson, one of the American ambassadors 
at Geneva, then stated: 

"The immediate and obvious result of acquiescing in these British 
proposals would have been that the British Empire would have been 
able to build exactly what it desired, and that we, on the other hand, 
would be restrained from building what we considered we might 
need • • •." 

In no more apt language could the situation at Geneva be described 
and no more apt language could characterize what happened at London. 

The controversy at Geneva was a confiict between the naval policy 
of Great Britain and the naval policy of the United States. On the on·e 
band Great Britain insisted upon the division of cruisers into two cate
gories, and . refused absolutely to permit the United States to b.uild, 
within the tonnage limitation allowed, such cruisers as . the United 
States desired. The United States demanded this right, which it readily 
accorded to Great Britain. Great Britain demanded the right to direct 
wh~t we should do. Great Britain failed at Geneva. Great Britain won 
at London. 

It becomes important to keep in mind this situation : One American 
administration, one set of American representatives, and the American 
Navy, with few exceptions, insisted upon the American policy at Geneva, 
always according exactly the same right that we claimed to Great 
Britain. Another set of representatives, another administration, but the 
navy still protesting, scrapped the American policy at London, and ac
cepted for the American Navy what Great Britain has insisted America 
must accept. 

E.J:actly when it was determined that we should forget the American 
policy is shrouded in mystery, because the Foreign Relations Committee, 
the American Senate, and the American people, are denied the papers, 
the documents, nnd communications relating to the London conference. 

The cruiser controversy, which hereafter in detail will be referred to, 
is in reality a conflict of economic policies. The statements of Lord 
Balfour at Washington and the British representative at Geneva clearly 
demonstrate t his. The whole British case is based upon their needs for 
protecting their trade. . They have this right and ought to be accorded 
it. The .American position, while admitting to the British the right to 
protect their trade, has maintained that we should have an equal right 
to protect an equal trade. 

By the restriction placed upon us in the matter of 8-inch-gun cruisers, 
the ability to protect American tmde is tremendously less than what is 
now the ability of the British to protect their trade. The British with 

their. .,bases, with their merchant ships upon which 6-inch guns may be 
. mounted, with every trade route in the .world dominated by the British 
Navy, can protect their commerce adequately, and can do this with the 
smaller gun cruisers ; but we, without bases, with but one-fourth of the 
craft Britain has, which may be transformed into fighting ships, abso
lutely require the larger gun cruiser for our protection. 

The paradox in the c:1se is that even though we retain our right to . 
build aU of the cruisers of the 8-inch-gun type, and Britain chose to . 
build most of the 6-inch-gun type, while we better our position and 
could more nearly approach protection of our commerce, we could not 
possibly overcome the handicaps of her superiority in battle cruisers, 
naval bases, and merchant-marine preponderance. Her trade would still 
remain substantially safe the world over against the po sibility of at
tacks upon it, whereas she would retain the power while proteoting abso
lutely her own trade efl'ectively to attack any other. In the last analy is, 
therefore, the 8-incb-gun cruiser affords the United States merely a bet
ter protection, without overcoming u.ll of the handicaps incident to the 
factors in naval power, other than naval vessels themselves. 

PABITY 

After the ratification of the Washington treaty, when the American . 
people began to take stock of what had been done, when our so-called 
statesmen had dropped from the clouds, where they had been singing 
preans of praise to peace, and when sanity returned to those who give 
an occasional thought to their Natioll's future, it was found that none , 
of the things so fondly hoped for, and which our people had been told 
had been accomplished in a sanctified atmosphere, had really happened. 
It took a long time for the consequences of the Washington conference 
to penetrate the mists of an almost overwhelming propaganda and 
finally to permeate all classes of our people. When ultimately, however, 
the people under tood the results-that they had from a position of 
superiority, at a tremendous cost, been maneuvered into a position of 
inferiority-there began the cry in our country for parity of our Navy 
with that of any other in the world. Two Pesidents successively 
heeded this constantly increasing demand, and both President Harding 
and President Coolidge voiced the insistence of a disillusioned people for 
parity for ou~ Navy with that of any other navy in the world. 

In 1929 no administration could withstand this insistence of a people 
who felt themselves outraged by th.e results of the Washington confer
ence, and so in the preliminary negotiations of the London treaty, 
according to the press (we are denied any knowledge of exactly what 
transpired), those representing the United States Government insisted 
upon parity between our Navy and that of Great Britain. 

When Premier MacDonald spoke so charmingly and eloquently to the .. 
United States Senate, he said in the course of his delightful speech : 

"What is all this bother about parity? Parity? Take it without 
reserve, heaped up and flowing . over." 

The boast most often heard by the sponsors of the London treaty is 
that finally it has given to us parity. We fondly imagined we had 
obtained it in 1922, but the advocates of the London treaty, in rather 
contemptuous repudiation of the 1922 agreement, plead now in behalf 
of the treaty before us that, notwithstanding we were either mistaken or . 
deceived at Washington, the wrong bas been righted at London, and 
that finally, by the gracious permission of Japan and Great Britain, the 
United States is accorded the parity that we desired. Unfortunately 
this is not so. 

PARITY IN BATTLESEUPS 

The Washington conference was supposed to establish battleship · 
parity between the United States and Great Britain. Sucb was then· 
said to be the main naval accomplishment of that conference: Parity 
was not, however, accomplished by that conference, for two reasons: 

1. The number of battleships remaining in the British Navy, and 
their aggregate tonnage, substantially exceeded the aggregate tojlnage 
and number of battleships remaining in the American Navy. 

2. Britain was allowed to construct two speedy superdreadnaught 
battleships, completed as late as 1927, incorporating all the lessons of 
the late war, and far superior in gun power, armor, protection, and 
other essential respects to any other battleships in either navy. The 
effect of the constTuction of these two superdreadnaughts was not only 
to modernize the battleship power of the British Navy, but by reason of 
that alone, to give the British a battleship force far superior to our own. 

Under the London treaty the disparity in numbers is rectified through 
the scrappin·g of five British and three American battleships. The dis
parity in the total tonnage of remaining battleships, however, is not 
tully corrected, since after all scrapping is completed the British will 
still have a surplus of about 25,000 tons of battleships more than 
America. This surplus is nearly equivalent to one battleship. Thus 
there still remains a disparity of battleships in total tonnage. 

The further disparity of battleship power under the London treaty, 
incident to the British possessing the new and modern battleshlps 
Rodne·y and Nelson, is much more marked. Admiral Leahy, Chief of 
the Bureau of Ordnance, whose testimony not even the proponents of 
the treaty question, said before the committee that by virtue of these 
two ships alone the British are given "a very marked superiority " 
over our battleship fleet. 
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It is obvious that the more nearly the two fleets are scrapped down 

to the Rodney and Nelson the greater will become the relative supe
riority of British battleship power over us. 

Under the battleship holiday provided by the London treaty it is 
proposed that we are to compensate ourselves in part for the Radney 
and 11·ezson superiority by modernizing our old ships. Such moderniza
tion, of course, can never bring us up to complete parity. It can in 
part only rectify our deficiency, and it involves the spending of many 
millions of dollars which could be more effectively and more economically 
utilized by the common-sense British method of modernizing battleship 
power through building new ships to replace old ones. 

The testimony of Admiral Rock, the Chief Constructor of our Navy, 
and the responsible official for such data, is that our modernization 
program in the aggregate amounts to about $118,000,000. We have 
already spent $23,300,000 on modernizing eight ships, three of which 
are to be scrapped under the London treaty. We are now engaged in 
modernizing two more battleships under an appropriation of $14,800,000, 
and there is pending before the Congress an item of $30,000,000 for 
modernizing three more old battleships. After this shall have been done, 
according to the testimony, there are five more battleships, to quote the 
record, that " require to be modernized in order to make them com
parable with the foreign more modern battleships." These last five are 
to cost $8,000,000 apiece, or a total of $40,000,000. 

Of the enormous total of $118,000,000, we have already spent or have 
been obligated to spend about $38,000,000, leaving $80,000,000 still to 
be appropriated if we are to modernize our battleship fleet, and then we 
do not obtain parity with Great Britain. 

According to the testimony, a new battleship would cost approxi
mately $39,000,000. Hence we could match the Rodney and Nelson 
and make up our existing deficiency in battleship strength, which 
can not be done by modernization, by building two ships like the 
Rodney and Nelscm with the money which it is proposed to spend for 
modernization. 

We speak of this question of modernization because it is one of the 
boasted "permissions " which our delegates to London say they have 
obtained from Great Britain. It must be kept in mind that our rep
resentatives at London, realizing our inferiority in battleships, de
manded in writing in the first proposal they made the right to con
struct a ship like the Rodney and Nelson. Instantly Great Britain 
refused, and with the refusal of Great Britain the suggestion ended, 
but the advocates of the treaty who appeared before the committees 
laid great stress upon the fact that they had succeeded in obtaining 
from Great Britain the right of modernization, and this, those who 
testified, asserted to have been a marvelous victory. We already had 
that right, and when Great Britain accorded it to our representatives 
at London they accorded us something that was already ours, and 
which our State Department had ruled was ours. Of course, we were 
not permitted to build a battleship, which would give us parity with 
Great Britain, but we were permitted to exercise what had already 
been decided was our right. The exercise of this modernization program 
Great Britain knew, just as we know now, will leave us in battleship 
power still inferior. 

We are denied the full information which would enable us authori
tatively from the documents to speak; but from the information which 
has come to us-information we believe to be accurate and reliable
we think we are justified in stating that at the Rapidan Premier 
MacDonald committed himself to our building a new battleship. The 
Premier of Great Britain, however, must reckon with the British 
Admiralty, whose views on naval matters in Great Britain are prac
tically supreme; and doubtless the British Admiralty (how different is 
our treatment of our naval officers and expt!rts) decreed we could not 
have a new battleship, and, of course, that ended the matter. 

PARITY IN CRUISERS 
One of the peculiarities of the treaty is the meticulous care with 

which during the life of the treaty our country is left always in a posi
tion of inferiority. Any computation made In any fashion from the date 
of the signing of the treaty until the last day of its lif-e, because of its 
peculiar phraseology and the singular exceptions made, wm always leave 
the United States in a position of inferiority in naval strength. Noth
ing better illustrates this than the provisions relating to cruisers. Here 
we find every member of the General Board in agreement, and support
ing them a great preponderance of the officers of the United States 
Navy. It is not a question of one admiral expressing his views. It is 
the expression of a practically universal sentiment by those who know 
the very nature of the treaty, by officers giving responsible official ad
viet!. If those who are to pass ultimately upon this document will but 
take the trouble carefully to study the treaty, they can reach but one 
conclusion, that expressed by the members of the General Board, and 
nearly all the officers of the United States Navy. 

The situation is cogently stated in the te~timony of Admiral Reeves, 
which is here quoted : 

"Admiral REEVES. Of course, one of the most important p<iints in con
nection with this treaty is the question of parity. I wish to comment 
first on the question of parity during the life of the treaty. The second· 
point I will deal with is tbe question of parity upon the conclusion of 
the treaty. 

"The treaty during its Life nominally ::t.ssigns to th:! United States 
elghteen 8-inch cruisers, and nominally assigns to Great Britain fifteen · 
8-inch cruisers. 

"According to the terms of the treaty the United States will be per
mittt>d to actually have built and in commission during the life of the 
treaty sixteen 8-inch cruisers, and Great Britain will be permitted to · 
actually have built and in commission during the whole term of the 
treaty except the last year 19 cruisers of this category. 

"The CHAmMAN. Nineteen 8-inch cruisers? 
"Admiral REEVES. Yes, sir; of such category (a). During the last 

year of the treaty she will have 18 of this type of ships. 
"During the actual life of the treaty Great Britain will have a supe- 

riority in the 6-inch cruisers as well as in the 8-incb clas . The total 
tonnage that the United States may have during the term of the treaty 
is 303,500 tons of cruisers built and in commission. Great Britain dur
ing this period will have a total crui ·er tonnage of 339.000 tons. 

" So as to the question of pat·ity during the terms of the treaty-and 
the treaty is not effective after December 31, 1936-Great Britain will 
have nineteen 8-inch cruisers and a superiority of 6-inch cruisers except 
in the last year, when she will have eighteen 8-inch cruisers, with a 
total tonnage of 339,000 tons. 

"The United States will be permitted to have sixteen 8-inch cruisers 
and an inferiority of 6-inch as well as a total cruiser tonnage of 303,GOO. 

"Senator WALSH of Montana. Will you explain how it is that Great 
Britain will have 19 during the life of the treaty? 

"Admiral REEVES. She is permitted fifteen 8-inch ct"Uisers 11lus the 
four Hawkins class, which ure in that subcategory. Those ships have 
a total tonnage of over 39,000 tons and carry T~-inch guns. They 
come in subcategory (a). 

"Upon the conclusion of the treaty, the date upon which WI'! are sup
posed to attain parity, the two nations will be left by the terms of the 
treaty in the following situation in regard to total cruiser tonnage built 
and building: The United States, 337,600 tons; Great Britain, 425,350 
tons. 

"Of her 425,350 tons, as I read the treaty, Great Britain may have 
built and building a total of twenty-three 8-inch cruisers. 

" (NOTE.-When Admiral Re~ves testified there yet existed in Article 
XIX of the treaty an ambiguity by which Great Britain might haTe 
replaced 86,000 tons of cruisers by vessels of the 8-inch-gun type. 
Subsequently an exchange of notes clarified this point, limiting the re
placement by Britain to 6-inch-gun cruisers. The total tonnage, how
ever, is not affected by these notes.) 

"The ratios during the life of the treaty with the tonnage that we 
may have in commission and which Great Britain will have in commis
sion is 5 for the United States, 5.58 for Great Britain, and the ratio 
of the cruiser tonnage built and building with which the n:eaty leaves 
us is 5 for the United States and 6.3 for Great Britain. 

"This is not a question of parity; it is one of inferiority, and in
feriority that imperils the security of our commerce. 

"The reason Great Britain is in a position upon the conclusion of 
this treaty to have under construction 86,500 tons is because this treaty 
has reduced the age limit of her cruisers to 16 years. And this leads 
me to the third point that I wish to cover briefly in this oral statement, 
and that is the number of fundamental recommendations made by the 
General Board prior to the London conference, which were conceded 
or canceled in that conference. 

" The General Board and the American position bas consistently 
maintained, up to this London conference, freedom for Americans to 
decide the type of American ships that should compose the American 
Navy. That point was conceded in principle and in fact in the London 
treaty. The General Board recommended, and our position has always 
been con istently maintained, that there should be no subdivision in the 
different categories of ships. 

"Senator JoHNSON. Pardon me, you said that the right of Americans 
to build American ships for the American Navy was conceded in the 
London conference. Did you mean that? 

"Admiral REEVES. I mean that principle. 
"Senator JOHNSON. It was conceded to Great Britain, you mean. 
"Admiral REEVES. Yes, sir; it was conceded both in principle and in 

actual fact. 
"Senator JOHNSON. Excuse my interruption, but I thought it might be 

taken that it was suggested that it was maintained there. 
"Admiral REEVES. No, sir. The American position that there should 

be no subdivision in categories was also abandoned. The. cruiser cate
gory was subdivided into two distinct classes, a very serious disadvan
tage to the United States. 

"The General Board recommended and pointed out at length, and 
emphasized that there should be no laying down of replacement tonnage 
prior to December 31, 1936. This point was also abandoned; and that 
is why Great Britain is enable upon the conclusion of the treaty to have 
this enormous cruiser tonnage under construction. 

" Upon the age limit the General Board pointed out the disadvantage 
of reducing the age limit of ·ct"Uisers. This point during the preliminary 
negotiations was at one time understood to be settled. At a later date 
tbe General Board did accept a reduction in the age limit of seven of 
the British ships, but in doing so made it clear that it was a concession 
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upon our part, and pointed out the danger of such action at London. 
The reduction of the age limit to 16 years for ship constructed, laid 
down prior to 1920, affected 23 British cruisers instead of these 1 that 
I have mentioned. 

" The General Board, after enumerating these principles which have 
been the principles of our negotiations in limitation up to the present 
London conference, stated that if all of these principles be included in 
:m agreement then the General Board, referring to specific details, 
stated that we could accept a rock-bottom minimum of twenty-one 
8-inch cruisers for the period of this treaty if such procedme were 
neces ary in order to reach an agreement. It was made perfectly clear 
and definite that no reduction below that figure should even be 
con idered." 

The testimony of Admi:ral Reeves is quoted because in condensed 
form it ·admirably presents our lack of parity in -crui ers UDder the 
London treaty. It must not be unde:rstood that Admiral Reeves alone 
testified to this situation. He is corroborated by at least 20 other wit
nesses, who testified before the Foreign Relations Committee, and _his 
testimony is scarcely denied by any witness at all. What Ad:mir:al 
Reeves pro-ves is not demonstrated therefore by a mere preponderance 
of evidence, but by the overwhelming mass 1n numbers of witnesses 
and in the quality of their evidence. 

In considering this question of our want of parity in cruisers we 
have to take into account the important factors of strength, which 
may tlow (1) from having compn.ra.tively new ships, or {2) from hav
lug ships actually under construction additional to tlwse which may be 
already completed. 

Admiral Reeves bas pointed out that the position ~f the General 
Board, when it reluctantly consented to reducing our 8-inch...gun cruiser 
quota from 23 to 21, was partly predicated upon limiting British re
placements to no more than seven Ships. Yet onr London ·delegation 
not only reduced the General Board's irreducibl~ minimum ()f our 
8-inch-gun cruisers from 21 down to 18 but at the same -time the 
British were accorded the privilege of modernizing their cruiser fleet 
through the construction· of 23 new cruisers during the life of tbe 
treaty, instead of being restricted to the :replacement of only 'Seven 
cruisers during this period. 

In regard to the factor of strength incident to having ships under 
construction, a<lditional to those already built it is noteworthy th-at 
at the expiration of the treaty on the 31st of December, 1936, the com
parative figures for total tonnage of cruisers ooth built and building 
will be as follows : 

.• 

United States. _________ ------------.-------------------------
Great Britain._------_._ .. ------- ___ .--- .:.. •••. : ••• -----------
Japan. _____________ --------------------------------------- -

Total ton
nage 

337, tiCO 
425 350 
227:001 

Ratio 

5 
6.3 
3 . .5 

Obviously both of these important factors of cruiser -strength, which 
deny us parity in cruisers, have been manipulated against us. It was 
po ible to do so larg~ly by reason of the arbitrary reduction in the 
age limit of cruisers from 20 years to 16 years, -against which the 
General Board strongly advi ed in advance of the conference. This 
reduction of cruiser age, sought and obtained by foreign powers, resulted 
in advancing the dates when replacements could normally begin for 
172,000 tons of British cruisers and -32,000 tons of Japanese crui ers. 

These figures of abnormally speeded-up cruiser construction on the 
part of Great Britain and Japan are in sharp contrast with the fre
quently reiterated statements made by members of the American dele
gation before the Committee on Foreign Relations and by radio to the 
.American people, that Britain and Japan are committed to the 
halting of their cruiser construction to permit America to catc~ up with 
them in this class of ship. It has been upon this false premise that 
these representatives of our Government bave predicated their weak 
justification of the sacrifice of American intere ts which they have 
made. 

THE CRUISER CONTROVERSY 

The cruiser is a necessaty and indispensable part of a navy. Great 
Britain desires one kind. The nited Stat('S up to the time of the 
London treaty has de ired another kind. Great Britain has many naval 
bases and numerous large merchant ships capable of ready transforma
tion into fighting ships. America has few naval bases and not one
fourth the merchant ships available to Britain for naval fighting auxil
iaries. The Washington conference limited the maximum tonnage of 
cruisers to 10,000 and the size of guns whi.ch might be mounted upon 
them to 8 inches, and authorized merchant ships under eertain circum
stances to carry 6-inch guns. Great Britain in the long eourse of 
negotiations suggested a total tonnage in cruisers of 339,000. Thls 
was accepted. The American Navy desired that, up to the total ton
nage, Great Britain should build such cruisers as sbe wished, and the 
United States J>hould build uch cruisers as we deemed appropriate. 
The needs of the two nations admittedly are different, and the disparity 
between the two in naval bases, battle cruiser , and merchant ships 
which might be armed made this difference. Great Britain bas con-

sistently and pertinaciously declined to permit the two nat ions to build, 
within the limits of the tonnage, such cruisers as each thought neces
sary. Finally Great Britain sugges~d two categories of cruisers, divid
ing them, in substanee, into those carrying 6-inch guns and those carry
ing 8-inch guns. Six-inch-gun cruisers are of little value to the United 
States, particularly in the matter of protecting American commerce, and 
the position of our country has always been that the fir t duty of the 
Navy is commerce protection. The 6-inch-gun crui ers are gen rally 
speaking all snflicient for Great Britain. The representatives of our 
N~vy in Washington, at the in istence of our Government that an 
agreement of limit~tion might be reached, finally reluctantly agreed 
to an irreducible minimu.m of twenty-one 8-inch~gun cruisers, while 
asserting, ~vertheless, that we should have 23. Great Britain re
fused to permit us 23. Great Britain refused to permit us 21. Ulti
mately, Great Britain offered to "permit" the United States to build 
18. Even this, under the treaty, was coupled with the conditior{ we 
could have only 16 during the life :of the treaty and 2 thereafter. Of 
course, an equivalent of 6-inch~ cruisers was oll'ered ; but these the 
great preponderance of naval authorities hold to be of little con equence 
to the United .States. 

In 1927, at Geneva. the same :attitude was maintained by Great 
Britain, Great Bxitain tben insisted, as she insisted at London, that 
the kind of cruisers we should have for our Na-vy should be as de ig
nated by her. Our representativ~ at Geneva thought we our elves 
should determine the kind of cruisers within the limitation we might 
build. At London Mr. MacDonald never -varied in his demands, and 
we graciously yielded. The question involved is far greater than a 
mere three or five cruisers, as the case may be. In 1936 the surplus of 
British and Japanese crui er strength, eounting built and building ton
nage, -over :and above the 5-5-3 ratio will be for Great Britain 87,000 
and Japan 40,800. Again we are restricted in the type of cruiser best 
suited to our n~ds. And 1! we admit this principle now, we are defi
nitely committed to it at the forthcoming conference of 1935 and at the 
long ·series of distant future conferences so l'OSily pictured by Secretary 
Stimson. At these there wUI be many American cruisers cut to foreign 
pattern if we now accept the principle. MoreoT"er, a casual reading of 
the treaty would lead an unsuspecting person to believe that during the 
life of the treaty we were to obtain 18 cruisers ·as compared with 15 
for Great Britain. As stated, we are to have but 16 during the life of 
the treaty, and when the complicated ramified ex-ceptions to the treaty 
are unraveled it develops that the number of this type of crui er which 
the Bl:itish are to have is not 15 at all, but may be as many as 19 
during the greater part of the life of the treaty. Thus, there are at 
is ue in reality the question of 11 cruisers, 7 American and 4 B-ritish, 
and a principle operating to 'Our disadvantage covering many future 
cruiser , British, American, and Japanese. 

Accept if you will the minimizing of what is called the cruiser con
tro>ersy, the fact remains that the question was of sufficient importance 
for Great Britain from fir t to la t and during all the years to deny us 
what we demanded for our prMection, and was d emed of ufficient 
importance by Great Britain at London to threaten the collapse of the 
entire conference. The reason for her insistence is clear. She wi hes 
severely to rest1·ict American ability to protect the immense American 
ocean commerce which competes with hers. She wishes to retain in full 
measure her existing power to bring victory-winning e-conomic pre ure 
upon ns, sbonld need nrise, by stopping our sea trade while at the same 
time assuring freedom for her QWD trade. 

In justification of the violation of Ameriean interests in the matter of 
cruisers it has been suggested that we had little cruiser tonnage to 
bargain with, and that a great concession has been granted us by Japan 
and Great Britain in "p mitting" us to build up to their- crui er 
strength. :Yet an exactly parallel situation existed respecting our de
stroyer and submarine tonnage. We ente~d the conference with a 
substantial advantage in both these categories. Here is set forth the 
total tonnage in destroyers and in submarines which existed at the 
time of the conference, together with the corresponding totals .called for 
by the treaty; 

Destroyers (built and bm1ding): 
United States·---------------------------------------Great Brit.ain ______________________ .: _______________ _ 

Japan ___ __ ---- ... ----.-- •. -----------------------------
Submarines (built and building): United States ________________________ :._! ___________ _ 

Great Britain----------------------------------Japan ____________ J ___ :..... _____________________________ _ 

1930 

290,000 
191,000 
129,000 

85,000 
63, ()()() 
78.000 

By treaty 

150,000 
150,000 
105,050 

52,700 
52,000 
52,700 

If it bad been a matter for bargaining, we gave away o_ur advantage 
there without any corresponding return in relation to cruisers. What 
a tribute it is to British diplomacy that in this case they repeated 
their triumph of the Washington conference. Clas es of hips in which 
we were greatly superior to them were at once reuuced down to their 
general levels without any compensating advantage to the United 
States. Classes of ship in which the British held a great advantage 
were not subjected to any such leveling process. At Washington in 
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1922 it was our great ·battleship preponderance which· ·vanished. At 
London in 1930 our striking preponderance in destroyers and sub
marines suffered a similar fate. At both Washington and London the 
very marked British superiority in cruiser forces was perpetuated for 
them. If the London treaty is carried out as contemplated by its 
terms, tbe ratio in 1936 for combined cruisers, destroyers, and subma
rines, counting ships ' built and building, will be 5 for us, 5.7 for Great 
Britain, and 3.6 for Japan. This is the abandonment of the ratio fixed 
by the Washington conference-the ratio for which we destroyed the 
world's greatest battleships, sunk hundreds of millions of the taxpayers' 
money, and stopped fortifying our own possessio':ls in the Pacific. 

And the destruction of this ratio, in case of difficulty, imperils our 
sen-borne commerce and endangers our· national defense. And not only 
is it an abandonment of the necessary ratio agreed to at Washington 
but it makes of our boasted parity a mere irridescent dream. 

THE DESTRUCTION OF THE AMERICAN RATIO 

Without exception all witnesses familiar with the subject have tes
tified that the 5-3 ratio with Japan was absolutely essential for the 
protection of our commerce and the maintenance of our national se
curity. Indeed, there was no dissent from the oft-repeated statement 
that this ratio, with the condition that our bases in the far Pacific 
remain in statu quo, was more than generous to Japan. .Any increase in 
the ratio in favor of Japan, all witnesses alike say, is disadvantageous, 
unjust, and unfair to our country. The total commerce of the United 
States with the Orient in 1929 was of the aggregate value of $2,377,-
251,000. Each year this enormous trade is increasing. Statesmen for 
centuries have understood what trade rivalry means; arid commerce 
supremacy long since taught the lesson of. national protection. To 
think of this, to have the vision of the Nation's future commercial 
greatness and to assure its protection, is neither militarism nor jingo
ism. It is only the fool, ignorant of the past and willfully blind to the 
future, who would strive to have his country outstrip all others in sea
borne commerce, who would gleefully succeed, and then would leave 
that commerce and his nation naked and defenseless. 

It bas already been pointed out that in order to reach an agreement 
on a 5--5--3 ratio for navies at the Washington conference this coun
try made sacrifices in her naval strength of that time far exceeding con
cessions by any other party to tbe agreement. Not only did we scrap 
battleship power on an immense scale, but we also gave up ·what was 
equally important in respect to our ability to defend American inter
ests in the Orient-we severely circumscribed ou.r naval-base strength 
in that region. 

Predicated upon these American sacrifices Great Britain and Japan 
both agreed in principle to the 5-5-3 ratio, in relation not only to 
battleships but also to auxiliary naval craft. Concerning the latter 
there was a distinct moral commitment. This is .clear from the subse
quent public add1·esses of President Harding and from the official report 
of the American delegation to that conference, notwithstanding the 
fact that following the negotiations the treaty itself omitted any spe
cific agreement for scrapping and the like of auxiliaries. Such omi sion 
had no reference to adjustments between the United States and any 
other power, but was consequent u'pon a disagreement between Britain 
and France. 

Since the 1922 conference nothing has occurred to alter the equity 
of the 5--5--3 ratio. We wer~ even relatively very weak in cruisers 
then, as we are now, so that/ the argument which has been so persist
ently advanced by the London treaty proponents, that our great defici
ency in cruisers in 1930 made it necessary to sacrifice our ratio of 
general strength in order to gain an agreement, is substantially as il
logical as it is unjust to the United States. 

In order to gain any adequate appreciation of the violence that bas 
been done to American interests in this destruction of the 5--5-3 ratio 
1t is necessary to resort to precise figures. Before doing so, however, 
let it be remembered that while at Washington we made great sacrifices 
of battleship and naval base strength to gain the ratio, at London we 
also made correspondingly great sacrifices of our destroyer and sub
marine superiority-yet lost the ratio. 

At London we lost the ratio not alone in auxiliary naval strength 
but as well in total naval strength. Counting vessels built and building 
the new ratios computed to December 31, 1936, together with the total 
tonnages for each item, are as follows : 

America 

Cruiser ratio _________________ ·----------------- 5 
Total tonnage_____________________________ 337,600 

Destroyer ratio________________________________ 5 
Total tonnage __ ------------------------- 150, 000 Submarine ratio_______________________________ 5 
Total tonnage__________ ___________________ 67,530 

Britain 

6. 3 
425,350 

5.1 
152,960 

4.4 
59,095 

Japan 

3.4 
2'l:l, 040 

3. 9 
115,900 

4.1 
59,900 

1--------4--------1---------
Combined auxiliary ratio________________ 5 

Total tonnage __ --------------------- 555, 130 
Entire Navy, ratio ____ ------------------------ 5 

Total tonnage_____________________________ 1, 152,530 

LXXII-758 

5. 7 
637,405 

5.4 
1, 247, 155 

3.6 
402,800 

3. 2 
749,910 

Considering the above data ·upon the entire navies, our deficiency 
below parity with Britain amounts to 94,600 tons and our deficiency 
below the theoretical five-thirds of Japan's Navy amounts to 97,300 
tons. This tonnage di1Ierence in both cases is the equivalent of about 
3 battleships, or 10 large cruisers, or 13 small cruisers, or 65 destroyers, 
or 65 submarines. There is obviously a sharp contrast between these 
cold facts and the extraordinary contention, so persistently and widely 
propagated from high and responsible quarters, that the main issue in 
the whole treaty is the infinitesimal difference between the armament 
on only three cruisers-whether they are to have 6-inch or 8-inch guns. 

What a commentary this contrast offers upon our ability to m€et 
our grave responsibilities under the Constitution to provide for the 
common defense and promote the general welfare of our country. What 
a commentary it is upon our attitude toward the sacred trust which 
has been reposed in us by the American people. By virtue of their posi
tions the supposed statesmen of our Nation have had in their keeping 
the cardinal national interests. These should be cherished and safe- • 
guarded, not bargained away without commensurate return or sacrificed 
on the altar of · internationalism. 

THE COST OF THE TREATY-NO <SAVING TO TAXPAYER 

The testimony that bas been adduced demonstrates that if we build 
up under the London treaty, and, of course, it is of no use whatsoever 
to us unless we do, it will cost us $1,071,000,000. By some sort of 
arithmetical Iedgerdemain, it is ·constantly asserted by the advocates 
of the treaty that it results in economy for us, because figuring first 
upon bow much it would cost us to replace certain battleships, which 
upon the mere suggestion of the countries involved could have been 
eliminated, and then adding a complete new building program which 
doubtless never would have been consummated, the treaty devotees reach 
a sum almost as great as that rendered necessary by the treaty itself. 

Even upon the wild a sumptions of the treaty advocates, the widely 
heralded saving of $400,000,000 through the holiday in battleship con
struction is largely fiction. Under the terms of the Washington treaty 

. we can not complete more than five battleships by 1936, which would 
cost $195,000,000. Five others may at that time be partially completed, 
and $100,000,000 would be a very liberal estimate of the amount which 
could be spent upon them by that time. Thus we have a maximum 
theoretical saving of $295,000,000, but against this we have the set
off of the great charges for the work of modernizing our old battleships. 
When this is done the fiction of $400,000,000, the mythical saving ta.lked 
of by sponsors of the treaty, becomes in fact only about half that sum. 

The slightest consideration of the stern realities very gravely affect
ing the present economic situation in Britain and Japan compels the 
conclusion that we need no treaty to accomplish a battleship holiday. 
A mere exchange of diplomatic notes would amply suffice for this pur
pose. Eager and willing have both countries been for this consum
mation. 

Summarizing the conditions in Great Britain, the grand council of 
the Federation of British Industries reported as follows in February 
last: 

" The budget outlook is extremely grave. British industry has been 
struggling for nearly a decade to recover its position in the markets 
of the world, handicapped by a load of taxation which far exceeds that 
of any other important commercial country. • • It now finds 
itself faced with the certain prospect of additional taxation. Thi8 
prospect comes at a time when many of our competitors are contemplat
ing decreases in taxation and follows a year in which Great Britain has 
had her commercial and industrial activities ham'pered and curtailed by 
abnormally high credit rates and disturbed commodity markets, culmi
nating in an international financial disaster of a magnitude unparalleled 
in the past 50 years. In the opinion of the federation, the presen~ 

situation is one of grave and increasing menace to the financial and 
industrial stability of the country and should receive the most anxious 
consideration of His Majesty's Government before the financial arrange
ments for the ensuing year are completed. The federation bases this 
conclusion on the following facts : 

" 1. The revenue has been losing it& buoyancy • • •. 
" 2. The real burden of our national debt has increased more or less 

continuously during the past 10 years • •. 
" 3. The volume of savings has fallen • • •. 
"4. The outlook for the future is doubtful • • • ." 
Economic conditions in Japan are equally bad. An index to them is 

given by the following quotation from an official report under date of 
January, 1930: 

"There seems to be a marked business depression in almost every 
line of business, for the simple reason that the public is following 
the Government's policy of retrenchment and many business men are 
somewhat pessimistic over the future. One leading business man is 
quoted as saying that if this policy continues it will result in the whole
sale failure of many smaller businesses and industries which are operat
ing on a small capital, thereby swelling the ranks of the already over
large army of unemployed. This business depre sion, he predicts, will 
continue three or four years unless the Government's policy is changed. 
Raw-silk prices continued up for some time, but that was more or less 
due to tbe foreign buyers having settled exchange when it was low; but 
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the~· ar·e beginning to fall now and will cause the prices of cocoons to the Cbief of Naval Operations, the head of the Amer·ican War Plans 
faU about 20 per cent, thereby .bringing the depression to the rural dis- Division, and the Chief of the Bureau of Ordnance. 'l'he same position 
tricts as well. One of the most noticeable effects of this is the great is adhered to by five former commanders in chief of the fleet and the 
decreases in railway revenues during the past few months. admiral who is about to take command of the fleet. 

"The unemployment situation becomes worse as the general business In Great BTitain it has been stated recently on the floor of the 
deprC'ssion continues. The Government plans some aid to them but as House of Commons by the First Lord of the Admi.ralty, Mr. Alexander, 
yet have not made their plans known. Experts from the poorer section a civilian, that the British position at the London conference respect
of the cities state that there is much suffering in this cold weather and ing cruisers and involving a reduction of the theoretical minimum 
that the free-food k-itchen are overcrowded. Some help was given the requirements from a total of 70 units to 50 units was propo ed by the 
so-called white-collar element over the holidays by the post office and Admiralty itself. He stresses the fact that the proposal did not come 
ministry of home affairs, while the Emperor made a large donation." fl'Om the higher branches of the Government to the Admiralty, but 

These quotations are made merely in refutation of the silly stat?.- came in the first instance from the Admiralty i tself making a recom
ments of savings under the London treaty. They could have and would I mendation to higher officials of the government. Speaking for the 
have been made without any treaty. But contrast the result if WfJ act Admiralty 1\!r. Alexander is now actively defending the treaty before 
under the treaty-a billion dollars more taken from our taxpayers. the British Parliament, and the criticism of the treaty i coming fr.om 

There is no reasonable or legitimate excuse for the surrender of lhe those who are not responsible for British naval policies. This is the 
• American position at London or the acceptance of every proposal made exact opposite of. the situation which exists in this country where 

by other nations at variance with our own. those who are responsible for American naval policy have been virtually 
The greatc t contributing cause to limitation of navies is economic unanimous in objecting to the treaty terms, as unjustly jeopardizing 

necessity. In the pre~ent situation neither Great Britain nor Japan American maritime interests. 
is in any . position economically . to indulge in eompetitive naval build· Neither is there any true analogy between the opposition in this 
ing; and we, fortunately, under no circumstances wish to ipdulge in country and that in Japan. There the i.ssue is mainly one of a matter 
an at·mament raee with any nation. In existing conditions of the of prerogatives as to who is to decide upon questions of national 
grC'at nations of the world there was no excuse for our people yielding defense; whether it is the general staff of the navy or the Minister 
the ratios so dearly bought with Japan in 1922, or our right to build of Foreign Affairs. It is a quarrel ot many years' standing which is 
the kind of ships we desired, so eonsistently fought for for eight years simply now being reopened and has nothing to do with the terms of 
in the past and maintained so vigorously by· President Coolidge at the treaty itself. The leader in the present fight to give authority 
Geneva in 1927. With the will to stop competition that America has, fot· the general staff of the navy to decide upon national defense is 
with the power to indulge in it if America had to, our representatives Admiral Kato, but neither be nor any other persons opposing the treaty 
at I .. ondon, while respecting all others, without difficulty and without- are seriously oppo ·ed to the terms of the treaty. On the contrary, 
out rancor couid have maintained our rights, and could have maintained there is virtual naval unanimity in being tremendously pleased with the 
otlr rights without jeQpardizing in the slightest peace or good will. treaty terms. 

THE "ESCAPE " CLAUSE PRECLUDES LIMITATION 

T)le "escalator" or "escape" clause, of course, makes a mockery of 
naval limitation. It provides that if any party to tbe treaty believes 
its security demands it, it may build additional ships, and the other 
parties may then do likewise. 

Yet even in this there is not sufficient protection to American inter
ests, owing to the unfortunate subdivision of cruisers into two sub
categories, as previQusly mentioned. England may invoke the " escape " 
clause and increase her 6-inch-gun cruiser quota to meet the large 
projected French and Italian destroyer construction. This would be a 
logical step on England's part. The .. ·escape" clause is not clear 
whether under such circumstances the United States would have to 
build 6-inch-gun cruisers to meet the British cruiser increase or whether 
we could put the additional cruiser allowance into the 8-inch·gun type, 
which is the only alternative that would be of benefit to us. The 
contingency provided for by the so-called escape clause is not unlikely to 
arise ; and then it might well be, under the ambiguous wording of the 
section, the United States could exercise its privilege only by building 
useless 6-inch-gun cruisers. 

HUMANIZL.'\'G SUBMARINE WAB.FARE 

With our recollections still vivid of what transpired during the 
Great War, with our horror for what we then thought were the brutali
ties of a part of the submarine warfare, the much-heralded accom
plishment at London by which future submarine warfare was to be 
humanized struck a responsive chord with all of us. A reading of the 
provisions of the treaty, however, from which we expected so much 
and obtained so little, leaves us quite as disillusioned as to accomplish
ment as we have been left by many other provisions of the treaty. 

There is no objection, of course, to the particular article relating to 
submarine warfare. In substance these provisions merely amount to 
a reaffirmation of many existing humanizing rules in international 
law applicable to all forms of warfare on the sea. It will be recalled 
that during the World War it was a violation of international law by 
submarines operating against commerce which formed the basis of the 
repeated American protests. Such laws then existed, still exist, and 
the fTamers of the London treaty have done no more than rather 
ambiguously to state them, and the uncertain statement alfords no 
special reason for the ratifieation of the treaty. 

NATURE OF OPPOSITIO~ I~ ENGLA~D A...'\'D JAPAN 

Great stress has been laid upon the alleged similarity between the 
opposition to the treaty in the United States as compared with the 
opposition to the treaty ln Great Britain and Japan. This is an argu
ment of small consequence, but, like all those used to bolster this 
inequitable treaty, it is, when examined, found to be wholly baseless. 
The facts are that the nature of the opposition in each country is very 
different. 

Rf:'ferring to the testimony given before the two committees ot the 
Sena~e which have held hearings on this question, it is clearly evident 
that opposition to the treaty in the United States eomes from those 
holding tbe responsible positions whose duty it is to advise on such 
matters. For ~~mp~e, we have the whole General Bo!lrd of th~ N.avy,' 

There is no true analogy between the alleged opposition in Britain 
and Japan and the opposition which is being made in this country to 
the terms of the treaty itself. 

THE WITNESSES 

Here are the witnesses in parallel columns appearing Uefore the For
eign Relations Committee whose testimony was favorable to the London 
treaty or against it: 

For 

Secretary Stimson. 
Secretary Adams. 
Admiral Pratt. 
A written statement, without ex

amination or cross-examination 
of Admiral Yarnell. 

Aga4ttst 

Admiral Jones. 
Admiral Bristol. 
Admiral Chase. 
Admiral Pringle. 
Admiral Scofield. 
Admiral Ree·ves. 
Commandc·r Train. 
Captain Andrews. 
Admiral Coontz. 
Admiral Leahy. 
Admiral Hughes. 
Admiral Nulton. 
Admiral Hough. 
Admiral Day. 
Captain Johnson. 
Adm al Standley. 
Admiral Taylor. 
Captain ' Taussig. 
Admiral Rock. 
Admiral Wiley. 
Admiral Robison. 
Captain Knox. 

Secretaries Stimson and Adams were signers of the treaty. Of those 
who testified against it, Admiral Hughes is Chief of Naval Operations 
and he with Admirals Bristol, Chase, Reeves, Hough, Day, Pringle, and 
Captain Johnson are members of the General Board of the Navy Depart
ment, and they speak with the authority of their wide experience and 
with absolute unanimity. Admirals Jones, Coontz, Robison, Hughes, 
and Wiley were the preceding commanders in chief of the American 
Fleet. Admiral Chase will be the succeeding commander in chief of 
the fleet. Admiral Robison is the superintendent of the great Naval 
Academy at Annapolis. Admiral Pringle is president - of the Naval 
War College. Admiral Taylor is the head of the war plans section of 
the Navy Department. Admiral Leahy is the Chief of the Bureau of 
Ordnance. Admiral Nulton · was commander o.f · the Battle Fleet, and 
Admiral Scofield has just now succeeded him in that position. Ad
miral Standley is Assistant Chief of Naval Operations. Captain An
drews is captain of the fleet flagship. Captain Taussig coiJlmands R 

battleship. AU of these witnesses who have expressed their opinions 
at the demand of the Foreign Relations Committee firmly believe in 
just and fair naval limitation and reduction. 

Who knows best the naval requirements of the United States? Ap
parently it is insisted that hysterical internationalists, whose thoughts 

, .. ., 
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are with any but their own people, should determine the naval necessi
ties of our country. This minority prefer to trust the defense of Amer
ica to those upon whom it rests in time of peril. 

CONCLUSI0:-1' 

In the foregoing we have attempted to set forth some of the major 
objections to the London treaty. There are many more which in the 
discussion of the document will be developed. Sufficient has been shown, 
however, to demonstrate that the treaty should not be ratified, and 
among others, for these reasons : 

1. It abandons the American naval policy, sustained for more than a 
century, and especially with regard to the protection of American com
merce on the high seas. 

2. The splendid example of sacrifice made by our country in 1922, 
and thereafter our marked restraint in natal building, have actually 
been utilized to our detriment, and have been made the excuse for 
still further sacrifices, unmatched by any other nation. 

3. At Washington in 1922 our great superiority in battleship power 
was emasculated without commensurate return. Now our great superi
ority in destroyers and submarines is similarly eliminated wi~~ut 
material compensation. Both at Washington and at London British 
diplomacy succeeded in doing this to us, while at the same time re
taining Great Britain's superiority in cruiser forces, with which they 
went into both conferences. 

4. The London treaty destroys the 5-5-3 ratio so dearly bought at 
Washington. 

5. The surrender of the 5-5-3 ratio greatly reduces our ability to 
protect a rapidly growing trade, which bas already reached propor
tions of first magnitude, and upon which American business, pros
perity, and livelihood vitally depend. 

6. t;I'he treaty does not give us parity with Great Britain in naval 
vessels and leaves us far from parity in naval power or commerce 
protection. 

7. By leaving to Japan and Great Britain ba~tle cruisers, which 
could only be partly · compensated for by allowance to the United 
States of needed 8-lnch-gun cruisers, a further and additional advan
tage is given Japan and Great Britain. 

8. We are denied the kind and number of cruisers our needs demand. 
9. We can build the cruisers Great Britain "·permits" us to build, 

but not those we ourselves, because of our requirements, desire to 
build. 

10. The treaty hamstrings us in the Pacific by its unjustified and 
unfair increase in the ratio of Japan. It keeps us to our bargain not 
to strengthen our far Pacific bases, yielded as the consideration for 
the ratio, while permitting the other party to the bargain ~o ev~de its 
<>bligations. 

11. The treaty makes no saving to our taxpayers. On the contrary, 
if acted upon, it adds a billion dollars to our expenditures. It is a 
billion-dollar treaty for tbe purchase of naval inferiority. 

And lastly, the treaty may imperil our vast sea-borne commerce 
and endanger our country's future. It is unfair and unjust to the 
United States, and it should not be ratified. 

WASHIXGTON, June 28, 1930. 

. ADDENDA 

GEORGE H. MOSES. 

ARTHUR R. ROID-"'i'S0:-1'. 

HIRAM w. JOHNSON. 

THE FACTS RELATING TO THE DEMAND FOR DATA CONCERNING THE TREATY 

Because of the misrepresentation which has been so persistently in
dulged in regard to the requests that have been made for papers and 
documents relating to the treaty, it is not inappropriate that the facts 
should be stated. 

On the 16th day of May, 1930, Admiral H._ P. Jones was under cross
examination befor~ the Foreign Relations Comm,ittee . by two of the 
signers of the treaty-Senator REED, of Pennsylvania, and Senator RoB
INSON, of Arkansas. In the course of the cross-examination the admiral 
was asked concerning the various statements made in a report by the 
General Board to the Secretary of the Navy. The writer had never 
either seen or heard of this report at that time. Finally, Senator RoBIN
soN, of Arkansas, put the entire document into the record. The docu
ment begins as follows : 

" From : Senior member present. 
"To: Secretary of the Navy, 

" SEPTEMBER 11, 1929. 

" Subject: Further proposals on naval disarmament. 
" ~eferences : 

"(s) Dispatch No. 242 of August 24, 1929, from American ambassador, 
London. to the Secretary of State. 

"(w) Dispatch No. 252 of August 30, 1929, from American ambassa
dor, London, to the Secretary of State. 

"(x) Dispatch No. 253 of August ;JO, 1929, from American ambassa
dor, London, to the Secretary of State. 

"(y) Dispatch No. 235 of August 31, 1929, from Secretary of State to 
American ambassador, London, 

"(z) Dispatch No. 254 of August 31, 1929, from American ambassa
dor, London, to the Secretary of State. 

"(aa) Dispatch No. 255 of August 41, 1929, from American ambassa
dor, London, to the Secretary of State. 

"(bb) Dispatch No. 256 of August 31, 1929, from American ambassa
dor, London, to the Secretary of State. 

"(cc) Dispatch No. 237 of September 3, 1929, from Secretary of State 
to American ambassador, London. 

"(dd) Dispatch No. 261 of September 3, 1929, from American ambas~ 
sador, London, to the Secretary of State. 

"(ee) Dispatch No. 262 of September 4, 1929, from American ambas
sador, London. to the Secretary of State. 

"(II) Dispatch No. 263 of September 6, 1929, from American ambas
sador, London, to the Secretary of State. 

"(gg) General Board's first indor ement, G. B:No. 43~1 (Serial No. 
1444) of August 25, 1929. 

"1. In accordance with your verbal instructions, the General Board 
has given careful consideration to the matter in hand and submits the 
following: 

" 2. '!'he comments of the Prime Minister contained in dispatches 
Nos. 254, 255, and 256 from the American ambassador, London, dated 
August 31, 1929, constitute a clarification of his former letter, dated 
August 8, 1929, contained in dispatch No. 228 of Au~st 9, 1929, from 
the American ambassador, London, and make the meaning of that docu
ment clear and radically different from the interpretation previously 
placed upon it by the General Board." 

Thereafter in this report, which is very lengthy, reference is made t() 
the various dispatches enumerated; for instance, in paragraph 8 of the 
report it is stated: 

" 8. The General Board, in commenting upon the Prime Minister's 
proposal embodied in dispatch No. 228 of August 9, 1929, from the 
American ambas ador, London, was forced to make two assumptions 
fo:r: the purpose of proceeding with its analysis; namely, Assumption I, 
that 6 cruisers totaling 25,120 tons be scrapped and replaced by 7 
cruisers with no i.licrease in tonnage; and Assumption II, that 6. cruisers 
totaling 25,120 tons be scrapped and replaced by 7 cruisers aggregating 
45,500 tons, an increase of 20,380 tons." 

Again, in paragraph 11 , 'we find this: 
"11. Dispatches Nos. 242, 252, 254, 255, 256, 262, and 263 from the 

American ambassador, London, setting forth proposals of the Prime . 
Minister, now before the General Board, show that neither Assumption 
I nor Assumption II is correct. The outstanding difference between 
the previous proposals made by the Prime Minister, as interpreted by 
the Gene·ral Board, ttnd that of the Prime Minister now before the 
General Board are as follows : 

"'(a) That the total tonnage proposed is neither 325,368 nor 345,746, 
as assumed; but that 339,000 standard tons is now proposed as the basis 
of cruiser strength upon which parity is to be achieved by December 
31, 1936.'" 

Paragraph 13 is as follows : 
" 13. The Prime Minister has referred specifically to Japan and to 

the number of 8-inch-gun cruisers which may be built bY that country. 
The American position recognizes the right of Japan, as well as the 
right of the British Empire, to decide for herself the composition of her 
cruiser category within the tonnage limitation and age limit agreed upon. 
The precedent to be established by the British Empire in scrapping 
cruisers under 20 years of age for replacement, if followed by Japan, 
will make immediately available for that country additional tonnage for 
the construction of new 8-inch-gun cruisers should she so desire." 

The Prime Minister of England is apparently quoted verbatim in 
paragraph 14 of this report, as follows : ' 

"14. In dispatch No. 254 of .August 31, 1929, from the .American 
ambassador, London, the Prime Minister says : 

" 'I should like to explain a little more than has been done in the 
accompanying note what has been the result of our very thorough exami
nation of the American proposal that for our fifteen 8-inch-gun cruisers 
you should have 23. The ratio ~5-3.5, which Japan asks for, would mean 
that in relation to the 23 Japan could build 16, which would be (pro
portionately?) a superiority over us. If you fixed your 8-inch cruisers 
at 20, the ratio would mean that Japan could build 14. I am perfectly 

"(t) Dispatch No. 224 of .August 28, 1929, from 
to American ambassador, London. 

certain that the Dominions would reject any agreement upon that 
basis. If, on the other hand, you made it 18 for you Japan would build 
12.6, which would be 13. In order to get a settlement we might get 

Secretary of State Japan to aceept 12 and to that we would agree. Even supposing we got 

"(u) Dispatch No. 225 of August 28, 1929, from Secretary of State 
to Ameri~n ambassador, London. 

"(v) Dispatch No. 226 of .August 28, 1929, from Secretary of State to 
.American ambassador, London. 

Japan to be content with a cruiser ratio 5-5-3, on an American 
strength of 23, that would mean a Japanese building of 14; at least 
2 more than there is any chance of our getting our Dominions to agree 
to. One very important result of an agreement which would • • • 
Japan and ourselves to fix our actual units at 12 and 15 is that neither 
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of our countries, until replacement is necessary, would have to ·build any 
more 8-inch cruisers.'" · 

And later occurs paragraph 22 of the report, thus : 
"22. The General Board, subsequent to the preparation of its recom

mendations as above, having been informed by the State Department 
that the board's interpretation of the Prime Minister's references to the 
use of the yardstick as contained in dispatches Nos. 252, 254, and 255 
from the American ambassador, London, viz, that the yardstick be not 
used, is not the interpretation placed upon those remarks by the State 
Department, and having been further informed that the yardstick should 
be used in connection with the estimates upon which pality of the ton
nage in the cruiser category is to be achieved, finds it necessary to 
submit the following further comments:" 

Thereafter, when the writer had had the opportunity to examine the 
report thus pttt in evidence, a communication was addressed to the 
chairman of the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations on the 25th 
day of May, as follows: 

SUNDAY, MAY 25, 1930. 
Senator WILLIAM E. BoRAH, 

OhOiinnan SfYnate Ootnmi-ttee on Foreign Relations, 
United States Senate, Wash,itngton, D. 0. 

DIDAR SENATOR: I have assumed, of course, that the Foreign Relatio~s 
Committee would desire the various documents leading up to the making 
of the London treaty, together with the proposals made to our country 
by the other pa.rties to the treaty, and the proposals submitted by us 
to them. Thus far, however, the only suggestion for the desired docu
ments, apparently, bas come from myself. In order that there may be 
no mistake in the matter, and that it may be understood that I am de
sirou of having for the record. such papers and documents as may be 
appropriate, I specifically ask for them, and particularly for the fol
lowing: 

(1) (s) Dispatch No. 242 of A.ugnst 24, 19!?9, from American ambas
sador, London, to the Secretary of State. 

(t) Dispatch No. 224 of August 28, 1929, from the Secretary of State 
to American ambassador, London. 

(u) Dispatch No. 225 <>f August 28, 1929, from Secretary of State to 
American ambassador, London. 

(v) Dispatch No. 226 of August 28, 1929, from Secretary of State to 
American ambassador, London. 

(w) Dispatch No. 252 of August 30, 1929, from American ambassador, 
London, to the Secretary of State. · 

tentative or otherwise, upon which the American delegates went to the 
London conference. 

Indeed, in new of the statements that have been made anu the 
records that have been incorporated as a part of the evidence at the 
beat·ings, I think it entirely appropriate that all of the minutes, records, 
and documents pertaining to the London conference should be before 
the Foreign Relations Committee. It may be that some of these should 
be con iUered only in executive session, and of course I do not ask that 
anything which may be deemed by the committee to be a subject only 
for executive se sion shall be otherwise used; but I do think that the 
committee is entitled to every document, instrument, and record pertain
ing to the conference and the activities of our representatives there. 

Sincerely yours, 
(Signed) HIRAM W. JOHNSO~. 

Subsequently a communication was received by the chairman of the 
the Foreign Relations Committee on the 29th day of May, 1930, fl'Om 
the Secretary of State transmitting certain papers, but stating: "As 
all the documents transmitted herewith form a part of a strictly con
fidential record and contain confidential correspondence between the 
British Prime Minister and officials of this Government, as well as the 
substance of conversations of a strictly confidential character, it would 
be against the best interests of the nited States for these documents 
or any portion of them to be made public, and therefore, they are trans
mitted to you only for such use as will assure the maintenance of their 
confidential character." 

Thus it will be seen that, while the signers of the treaty put into the 
record a part of the negotiations and subsequently transmitted to the 
Foreign Relations Committee fragmentary parts of other papers relating 
to the negotiations, these fragmentary parts were sent only upon 
condition that they should be maintained as strictly confidential. . 

The Naval A.ffairs Committee of the Senate had been holding hearings 
simultaneously with those of the Foreign Relations Committee. An 
examination of the record there demonstrated a document had been made 
part of the public record which referred to various letters and communi
cations. Not only was this document publicly put in the record of the 
hearings of the Senate committee, but a in the case of the document 
put in, the record of the hearings before the Foreign Relations Committee, 
it was published in the press of the country. 

On the 4th day of June, 1930, the following letter was addt·essed to 
the chairman of the Foreign Relations Committee :· 

(x) Dispatch No. 253 of August 30, 1929, from American ambassador, Senator WILLIAM E. BORAH, 
London, to the Secretary of State. United States Senate, Washington, D. a. 

JUNE 4, 1930, 

(y) Disp~tch No. 235 of August 31, 1929, from Secretary of State to DEAR SENATOR: I have just seen a document or series of documents 
American ambassador, London. which have been placed in the record in evidence by the Committee on 

(z) Dispatch No. 254 of August 31, 1929, from American ambassador, Naval Affairs, relating to the negotiations leading up to the London 
London, to the Secretary of State. treaty. The principal document, which has thus become a part of tile 

(aa) Dispatch No. 255 of August 31, 1929, from American ambas- public record, is dated August 23, 1929, and is addressed to the Secre-
sador, London, to the Secretary of State. tary of the Navy, upon th~ designated subject "Proposals on Naval 

(bb) Dispatch No. 256 of August 31, . 1929, from American ambas- Disarmament." References are made to the following papers: 
sador, London, to the Secretary of State. (a) State Dept. Coni. Ltr. of July 18, 1929, inclosing American Em-

(.cc) Dispatch No. 237 of September 3, 1929, from Secretary of State bassy's Tel 190 of July 15 and 194 of July 16. 
to American ambassador, London. (b) State Dept. Conf. Ltr. of July 18, 1929, inclosing State's Tel. 180 

(dd) Dispatch No. 261 of September 3, 1929, from American ambas- of July 17. 

sador, London, to the Secretary of State. (c) State Dept. Conf. Ltr. of July 22, 1929, inclosing American Em-
(ee) Dispatch No. 263 of September 4, 1929, from American ambas- bassy's Tels. 197 of July 18 and 199 of July 20. 

sador, London, to the Secretary of State. (d) State Dept. Conf. Ltr. of July 22, 1929, inclosing State's Tel. 182 
(ff) Dispatch No. 263 of September 6, 1929, from American ambas- of July 21. 

sador, London, to the Secretary of State. (e) State Dept. Conf. Ltr. of July 24, 1929, inclosing American 
All of these dispatches are referred to in the document placed in evl· Embassy's Tels. 201 of July 22 and 202 of July 23 ; and State's Tels. 

deuce before the Foreign Relations Committee May 16, 1930, by Senator 186 and 187 of July 23. 

nonrNso~ of Arkansas. (f) State Dept. Conf. Ltr. of July 28, 1929, inclosing St ate's Tels. 
(2) Original proposition or suggestion of Premier MacDonald as to 189 and 190 of July 24 and American Embas y's 'l'el. 204 of July 2u. 

the size and character of the navy Great Britain would desire in any (g) State Dept. Conf. Ltr. of July 29, inclosing American Embassy's 
conference which may be held. Tel. 192 of July 26. G. B. No. 438-1 (Serial No. 14-i4). 

(3) The first proposal, proposition, or suggestion made by the United (h) State Dept. Ltr. of July 30, 1929, inclosing American Embassy, 
States Government or its officials in respect to the size and character Tokyo·, '.rei. 80 of July 27. 
of the Navy desired by the United States in any conference. (i) State Dept. Ltr. of July 30, inclosing American Embassy' Tels. 

(4) The first proposition submitted among the Ameri~an delegates 209 of July 29 and 211 of July 30. 
themselves prior to February 5, 1930, at London, designating the size (j) State Dept. Ltr. of August 2, 1929, inclosing State's Tels. 194 of 
and . character of the Navy desired by the American representatives at July 30 and 195 and 196 of July 31 and American Embassy's Tel. 58 of 
the London conference. July 31. 

(5) The proposition or statement of the size and character of the (k) State Dept. Ltr. of August 2, 1929, inclosing American Embassy's 
Navy desired by the representatives of the United States at London Tels. 215 and 216 of August -. 
made on or about February 5, 1930, to the London conference. (l) State Dept. Ltr. of August 5, 1929, inclosing State's Tel. 201 of 

(6) The first proposal or suggestion made by the representatives of August 2. 
Jfl.pan at the London conference to the American delegates or others, (m) State Dept. Ltr. of August 5, 1929, inclosing American Embassy's 
which stated the size and character of the navy desired by Japan. Tels. 218 of August 3, 220 of August 4, and 221 of August 5. 

(7) The last proposal or suggestion made by the representatives of (n) State Dept. Ltr. of August 6, 1929, inclosing State's Tel. 206 of 
Japan to the representatives of the United States as to the size and August 5. . 
character of the navy desired .by Japan. (o) State Dept. Ltr. of August 7, 1929, inclosing American Embassy's 

(8) Such recoru as may exist showing upon what agreement, tenta· Tel. 223 of August 6. 
tive or otherwise, among the United States representatives they left (}:>) State Dept. Ltr. of August 8, 1029, inclosing State's Tels. 209 of 
America for the conference. August 6 and American Embassy's Tel. 225 of Augu. t 7. 

(9) Such records as may eAi.st of the action of the American repre-! (q) State Dept. Ltr. of August 9, 192D, inclosing American Embassy's 
sentatives changing, modifying, or altering the original agreement, Tel. 228 of August 9. 
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(r) Secretary of Navy's letter of August 17, 1929, Op-13A.-LMS, in

closing paraphrase of telegram dated 13 August, 1929, addressed Ameri
can Embassy, London, England. Inclosures: (A.) 4 Tables, I to IV, 
inclusive. 
. Obviously with the publicity given to these papers by the insertion 
of the said documents in the public record, there can be no valid objec
tion to the Foreign Relations Committee having these specific papers, 
dispatches, telegrams, etc., and making them a part of the Foreign 
Relations Committee record. 

The exact case is presented as well by the present record of the 
Foreign Relations Committee, where the signers of the treaty put into 
the public record a part of the dispatches passing between Great Britain 
and our country, the remainder of which I have asked the production 
of and all of which should, after being furnished to the Foreign Rela
ti~ns Committee, be inserted in the public record of the committee. 

I ask, please, that the State Department be requested to furnish the 
Foreign Relations Committee the telegrams and papers as described 
herein contained in the public record now of the evidence taken before 
the N~val Affairs Committee. I think these should have been furnished 
under the original request made from the committee to the State Depart
ment. Certainly under the second request that I made, there should 
have been no hesitancy in sending them. Now, however, with frag
ments of the telegrams and communications put into the public record, 
and with a particular description given now of some of these dispatches, 
I respectfully submit that there can exist no valid reason why all let
ters, papers, documents, telegrams, dispatches, communications of every 
sort leading up to or relating to the London conference and London 
treaty should not be transmitted to the Foreign Relations Committee, 
and I very respectfully ask that this shall be done. 

Sincerely yours, 
HmAM W. JoHNSON. 

A.t the instance of Senator MosEs, of New Hampshire, the Foreign 
Relations Committee requested from the Secretary of State all of the 
papers and documents relating to the Geneva Naval Disarmament Con
ference of 1927. Subsequently, on the 6th day of June, 1930, the 
chairman of the Foreign Relations Committee received from the Secre
tary of State the following communication: 

THE SECRETARY OF STATE, 
WasMngtott, June 6, J!JSO. 

DEAB SENATOR BORAH: I am in receipt of your letter of June 3 
requesting, on behalf of the Committee on Foreign Relations, certain 
papers relative to the Geneva conference of 1927. I am also in receipt 
of your favors of JunP. 3 and June 4, transmitting copies of letters of 
Senator JoH~SON of the same dates, respectively, in which he makes 
certain inquiries and also asks for certain confidential telegrams of the 
department and also for "all letters, papers, documents, telegrams, dis
patches, and communications of every sort leading up to or relating to 
the London conference and London treaty." 

I am sending you by hand a set of all of the records of the conference 
for the limitation of naval armament held at Geneva in 1927, which 
have been made public. I am also sending you a confidential memo
randum which will answer as far as possible the questions contained 
in Senator JoHNSON's letter of June 3. Respecting the other papers 
called for, I am directed by the President to say that their production 
would not in his opinion be compatible with the public interest. These 
requests call for the production and possible publication of informal and 
confidential conversations, communications, and tentative suggestions of 
a kind which are common to almost every negotiation and without which 
such negotiations can not successfuUy be carried on. If the confidence 
in which they were made to the 4-merican delegation in London is 
broken, it would materially impair the possibility of future successful 
negotiations between this Government and other nations. The neces
sity of preserving such confidences was made clear by President Wash
ington at the very beginning of this Government. In reply to a resolu
tion of the House of Representatives of March 24, 1796, he said: 

"The nature of foreign negotiations requires caution and their suc
cess must often depend on secrecy; and even when brought to a conclu
sion a full disclosure of all the measures, demands, or eventual conces
sions which may have been proposed or contemplated would be extremely 
impolitic; :tor this might have a pernicious influence on future negotia
tions or produce immediate inconveniences, perhaps danger and mischief, 
in relation to other powers." 

Both the Secretary of the Navy and I have been before your committee 
and have been examined at length. Officers of the Navy have also freely 
given their views to your committee. Moreover, two members of your 
committee were members of the American delegation at London and are 
familiar with every phase of the negotiations from beginning to end, 
and stand ready to make their knowledge available to interested mem· 
bers of your committee. The question whether this treaty is or is not 
in the interest of the United States and should or should not be ratified 
by the Senate must in the last event by determined from the language 
of the document itself and not from extraneous matter. ~'here have 
been no concealed understandings in this matter, nor are there any com-

. mitments whatever except as appear in the treaty itself and the interpre-

tive exchange of notes recently suggested by your committee, all of which 
are now in the hands of the Senate. 

Very respectfully, 
(Signed) HENRY L. STIMSON. 

The Ron. WILLIAM E. BORAH, 
United States Setwte. 

In answer to this letter from the Secretary, the writer issued the, 
following -statement: 

tt STATEMENT BY UNITED STATES SENATOR IDRAM W. JOHNSON 

"SATURDAY, JUNE 7, 1930. 
"The power of the President to negotiate treaties is derived from the 

Constitution, which says : 
"'He shall have power by and with the advice and consent of the 

Senate to make treaties, provided two-thirds of the Senators present 
concur.' 

" In the making of treaties, therefore, the duty of the Senate is as 
important and solemn as that of the President. Apparently tbis is for
gotten in the present discussion. The Secretary of State goes back to 
the famous Washington message of 1796 and quotes it as follows : 

"'The nature of foreign negotiations requires caution and their suc
cess must often depend on secrecy; and even when brought to a conclu
sion a full disclosure of all the measures, demands, or eventual conces
sio:t!s which may have been proposed or contemplated would be extremely 
impolitic; for this might have a pernicious inlluence on future negotia
tions or produce immediate inconveniences, perhaps danger and mischief, 
in relation to other powers.' -

" This message was to the House of Representatives, not to the Sen
ate. The point then at issue has been misunderstood by the Secretary 
of State and his quotation by a singular oversight stops short of what 
makes plain Washington's meaning. Immediately following the quota
tion, Washington's message proceeds: 

"'The necessity of such caution and secrecy was one cogent reason 
for vesting the power of making treaties in the President, with the 
advice and consent of the Senate, the principle on which that body was 
formed confining it to a small number of members. '.ro admit, then, a 
right in the House of Representatives to demand and to have as a matter 
of course all the papers respecting a negotiation with a foreign power · 
would be to establish a dangerous precedent. 

"' * I repeat that I have no disposition to withhold any 
information which the duty of my station will permit or the public good 
shall require to be disclosed ; and in fact, all the papers affecting the 
negotiation with Great Britain were laid before the Senate when the 
treaty itself was communicated for their consideration and advice.' 

"Thus, it will be observed that the denial of the papers by President 
Washington was to the House of Representatives, which was not a 
part of the treaty-making power, but that all the papers and docu
ments were laid before the Senate, which was a part of the treaty
making power. 

"May I commend to the very able representative of the State De
partment the study of the controversy between the House of Repre
sentatives and the President, which arose in r elation to the Jay 
treaty, and which has been a source of debate among statesmen and 
comment among historians and writers from the time of Washington to· 
the present? The question there was not at all like that here involved. 

"I might add the Foreign Relations Committee has ever in the past 
jealously guarded such confidential information as has been trans
mitted to it, and to-day, as in days gone by, if it be compatible with 
the public interest to maintain as confidential some State documents 
upon which the treaty was founded, the Foreign Relations Committee 
and the Senate itself will, of course, maintain that confidence inviolate. 

"In the case of the London treaty a very different proposition is 
presented, that either lawyer or layman can reallily understand. In 
the hearings before the Foreign Relations Committee the signers of 
the treaty themselves introduced into the public record a document 
wherein the premier of Great Britain is quoted most intimately con
cerning the negotiations, and the contents of various dispatches be
tween the British Government and our own are discussed and referred 
to. When the signers of the treaty saw fit thus not only to introduce 
in evidence but to make public a part of the telegrams and communi
cations passing between the British Government and· our own, the 
Foreign Relations Committee at once were entitled to all the details 
and everything relating to the subject matter. It is silly, and worse, 
for any individual to contend that he can put into the public record 
and publish -broadcast in the press of the country a part of the corre
spondence bearing upon the treaty and then, holding up his hands in 
holy horror at a request for all of the correspondence, pretend that 
while a part of the record, upon which he relies, may be by him 
given to the public, the giving of all of it to his partner in treaty 
making wouJd be incompatible with the public interest. 

"This is the question that is at issue in the demand that I have 
made for the papers relating to the London treaty, and it can -not be 
avoided by a half quotation from Washington, which is utterly set at 
naught by the full context, nor by any pretense of safeguarding deli
cate international 2ecrets." 
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, The question of the right of the Foreign Relations Committee to the 

papers, documents, and communications used in the negotiation and 
consummation of the treaty was discussed in a regular meeting of the 
Foreign Relations Committee, and finally, after full consideration, the 
following resolution was passed by the committee : 

"Whereas this committee has requested the Secretary of State to 
send to it the letters, minutes, memoranda, instructions, and dis
patches which were made use of in the negotiations prior to and 
during the sessions of the recent conference of London ; and 

" Whereas the committee has received only a part of such docu
ments; and 

" Whereas the Secretary of State, by direction of the President, has 
denied a second request from this committee for all of the papers 
above described; and in his letter to the chairman of this committee 
has apparently attempted to establish the doctrine that the treaty of 
London must be considered by the Senate ' from the language of the 
document itself and not from extraneous matter ' : Therefore be it 

"Resolved, That this committee dissents from such doctrine and 
regards all facts which enter into the antecedent or attendant negotia
tions of any treaty as relevant and pertinent when the Senate is con
sideling n treaty. for the purpose of ratification, and that this com
mittee hereby asserts its right, as the designated agent of the Senate, 
to have free and full access to all records, files, and other information 
touching the negotiation of any treaty, this right being based u~on 
the constitutional prerogative of the Senate in the treaty-making 
process ; and be it further 

u Resolved, That the chairman of this committee transmit a copy of 
these resolutions to the President and to the Secretary of State." 

A response was made by the Secretary of State to the resolution of 
the Foreign Relations Committee, as follows: 

THE SECRETARY OF STATE, 
Washington, June 12, 1930. 

DEAR SENATOR BORAH: I have received your favor of to-day trans
mitting a copy of a resolution of the Committee on Foreign Relations , 
in respect to letters and documents in the recent negotiations of the 
naval treaty. 

I did not, in my letter to you of June 6, attempt to define the 
duties of the Senate or the scope of its power in passing upon treaties. 
My stntement in that letter that "the question whether this treaty is 
or is not in the int~rest of the United States and should or should not be 
ratified by the Senate must in the last event be determined from the 
language of the document itself and not from extraneous matter," was 
intended to call attention to the fact that the obligations and rights 
arising from the treaty, as in the case of any other, contract, must be 
measured by the language of the document itself. 

Very respectfully, 
HENRY L. STIMSON. 

Thereafter the writer moved in the Foreign Relations Committee that 
until the production of the documents and communications in accord
ance with the resolutions passed by the Foreign Relations Committee 
action upon the treaty be deferred. The committee, however, defeated 
this motion by a vote of 16 to 4. 

In the course of the discussion before the Foreign Relations Com
mittee respecting the papers and documents the Senator from Pennsyl
vania, Mr. REED, stated that he had full copies which he would permit 
any member of the Foreign Relations Committee to see in confidence, 
but which could not be in any fashion referred to nor used in discussion 
of the terms of the treaty. 

Tbe writer refused to accept any such oft'er and asserted the right 
of any Senator to be as full and complete as that of the Senator from 
Pennsylvania-to read and see and have all data relating to the treaty, 
to discuss that deemed appropriate and fitting with his fellows and, 
in conjunction with the terms of the treaty, to use with due circum
spection and propriety, either in open session or, if deemed advisable, 
executive session of the Senate, all matter pertinent to the provisions of 
the treaty. 

After this Senate shall have passed from recollection and another 
Foreign Relations Committee shall sit the matter of the right of the 
Foreign Relations Committee and the Senate to data bearing upon a 
treaty, doubtless, again will be a matter for consideration and determi
nation. It is because of this and that what transpired in respect to the 
London treaty may be preserved, and the precedent, if any-, established 
by the incident may be accurately understood, that this statement of 
facts is annexed to the views of the minority. 

MEMORANDUM 
While concurring generally with the conclusions reached by my asso

ciates in the Committee on Foreign Relations who have signed a mi
nority report upon the London naval treaty I wish particularly to record 
my dissent to the proceedings with reference to this treaty by reason of 
what I regurd as the indecent baste with which its consideration is 
being pressed. 

It is now nearly a year since the initial steps were taken for the 
negotiation of this treaty; and the delegates to the London COJ?ference 
consumed 14 weeks in . formulating the instrument. 

We are asked to pas· upon it without sufficient time to study its pro
visions and under the handicap of being denied information which it is 
our constitutional right to ·possess. 

Accordingly, I can not assent to the program thus presented. 
GEORGE H. MOSES. 

VIEWS OF SENATOR SHIPSTElAD, OF MINNESOTA, ON THE LONDON 
NAVAL TREATY (REPT. 1080, PT. 1) 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. Pre ident, I ask unanimous consent 
to have printed in the RECORD the report of the individual views 
of the senior Senator from Minnesota [1\fr. SHIPSTEAD] on the 
limitation and reduction of naval armaments. 

There being no objection, the matter was ordered to be printed 
in the RECORD, as follows : 

[S. Rept. No. 1080, pt. 1, 71st Cong., 2d sess.] 
LIMITATION AND REDUCTIO. OF NAVAL ARMAMENT 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD, from the Committee on Foreign Relations, submitted 
the following individual views (to accompany Executive I) : 

TREATY-MAKING POWERS OF THE SENATE 

On June 12, 1930, the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations adopted 
the following resolution : 

" Whereas this committee has requested the Secretary of State to 
send to it the letters, minutes, memoranda, instructions, and dispatches 
which were made use of in the negotiations priot· to and during the 
sessions of the recent conference of London; and 

" Whereas the committee has received only a part of such docu
ments; and 

" Whereas the Secretary of State, by direction of the" President, bas 
denied a second request from this committee for the papers above de
scribed, and in his letter to the chairman of this committee bus appar
ently attempted to establish the doctrine that the treaty of London 
must be considered by the Senate ' from the language of the document 
itself and not from extraneous matter': Therefore be it 

''Resolved, That this committee dissents from such doctrine and re
gards all facts which enter into the antecedent ot· attendant negotia
tions of any treaty as relevant and pertinent when the Senate is con
sider~J.g a treaty for the purpose of ratification, and that this com
mittee hereby asserts its right, as the designated agent of the Senate, to 
have full and free access to all records, files, and other information 
touching the negotiations of the treaty, this right being based on the 
constitutional prerogative of the Senate in the treaty-making process; 
and be it further 

" Resolved, That the chairman of this committee transmit a copy of 
these resolutions to the President and the Secretary of State." 

On June 12 the Secretary of State transmitted the following reply to 
Senator BORAH, chairman of the Committee on · Foreign Relations: 

TH1!1 SECRETARY OF STATm, 
Washington, June 12, 1930. 

DEAR SENATOR BoRAH: I have received your favor of to-day trans
mitting a copy of a resolution of the Committee on Foreign Relations 
in respect to letters and documents in the recent negotiations of the 
naval treaty. 

I did not, in my letter to you of June 6, attempt to define the duties 
of the Senate or the scope of its · powers in passing upon treaties. My 
statement in that letter that "the question whether this treaty is o~ 
is not in the interest of the United States and should or hould not 
be ratified by the Senate must in the last event be determined from 
the language of the document itself and not from extraneous matter " 
was intended to call attention to the fact that the obligations and 
rights ari ing from the treaty, as in the case of any other contract, must 
be measured by the language of the dQCument itself. 

Very respectfully, 
HENRY L. STIMSON. 

Accordingly, as a member of the Foreign Relations Committee, and 
in connection with the committees' action in reporting the treaty of 
London, I beg to call attention to certain clauses and implications in 
the letters of the Secretary of State declining to grant the request of 
the Committee on Foreign Relations for subject matter embraced in 
papers prior to and during negotiations of the proposed treaty of Lon
don, including "letters, minutes, memoranda, instructions, and dis
patches " relevant and pertinent to the Senate's consideration of the 
proposed treaty for the purposes of ratification. 

The Secretary of State takes the position that the needs of the 
Senate are satisfied by peru al of " the language of the document it
self"; and be reaches the gratuitous conclusion tbat pertinent and rele
vant subject matter entering into or leading up to the negotiation iii 

"extraneous matter" not necessary to the Senate's consideration. 
The Secretary further implies, in his words, " scope of its powero 

in passing upon treaties " that the Senate is not a component part of 
the coordinate treaty-making power, but is limited to " passing upou 
treaties." 

His po ition, therefore, would seem to be that a proposed treaty, or 
treaty form, is per se a treaty, before the Senate, as coordinate an<l 
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coequal treaty maker ln conjunction with the Executive, and that the 
Senate bas considered the document and given its " advice and consent " 
by two-thirds vote, as provided in the Constitution. 

The Secretary of State rightly speaks of a treaty as a " contract." 
But, in his well-recogniltled position as an attorney at law, has he for
gotten that well-known rule of law, that " suppressio veri," or con
cealment of material facts from the knowledge of one of the contracting 
parties, vitiates a contract? 

The Supreme Court of the United States classifies a treaty as part 
of "the law of the land." Under the Constitution no " law of the 
land" is enacted solely by Executive action. "Advice and consent " 
of two-thirds of the Senate is required to make a treaty the "law of 
the land " ; whereas, only a bare majority of the Senate suffices for the 
passage of an ordinary statute. 

Treaty making is a sovereign power. It is one of the highest sovereign 
powers which a nation can possess. No people having serious regard 
for the public safety, for national perpetuity, for the protection of their 
boundaries. or for the lives of their sons can afford to misunderstand, 
forget, or regard lightly their treaty-making powers. 

The present public need of a clear understanding of the treaty-making 
powers of the 120,000,000 people of the 48 States, especially with rela
tion to powers entrusted to the Senators of the respective States, is well 
mustrated by an editorial leader of the Washington Post of June 18, 
1930, which I beg herewith to reprint-the italics being mine: 

"THE TREATY-MAKING POWER 

"Addressing the graduating class of Juniata College during the com· 
mencement exercises at that institution recently Henry P. Fletcher, 
former ambassador to Italy, took occasion to suggest to his hearers that 
they consider whether or not it would be advisable to amend the rules 
and regulations of Congress so as to p:::-ovide for the participation of 
members of the Cabinet in the debates. No amendment to the Constitu· 
tion would be necessary to assure the participation of these officials in 
the deliberations of either the House or Senate. 

"Mr. Fletcher sees in the growing custom of appointing Senators on 
diplomatic commissions, such as that which recently negotiated the 
naval treaty, a recognition of the necessity for something like participa
tion on the part of the President's official family in the consideration 
of such measures in the Senate. Like other men who have held diplo
matic positions, the former ambassador appears to think that a treaty 
is mo,-e or less sacrea ana shoula not be subject to emasculatwn or 
amendment in the Senate without giving the Secretary of State, who is 
the medium of negotiation between foreign governments and their repre
sentatives on the one hand and the United States on the other, full 
opportunity to appear on the floor of the Senate to defend the action of 
his department in the framing of the agreement. 

"You might profitably stop to consider in this connection the treaty
making or rather treaty-making po1oe-r of the Senate," said Mr. 
Fletcher. Then be spoke of the interest which the States bad in 
treaty making, when most of such conventions had to do with the 
relationship between the Federal Government and the Indian tribes. 
" State interests were more individualistic then, but in the course of 
150 years these individual interests of States, as States, in our foreign 
affairs have almost entirely disappeared/' 

" Mr. Fletcher €ailed attention to the fact that instead of inviting 
the Secretary of State to explain a treaty on the floor of the Senate 
he is admitted only to the Committee on · Foreign Relations, and not 
always is be invited even thus far. The treaty-making power, said Mr. 
Fletcher, is given in effect to 33 ''supermen" who happen to be Sen
ators, ''but toho are not, in any 8'~ngle case, elected because of their 
special knowledge of or interest in foreign affairs/' 

" This arrangement strikes Mr. Fletcher as a negation of democracy. 
But it may be argued that the makers of the Oonstitution were not 
tr11'mfl to set up a demom·acy. Perhaps they thought that democracy 
bad been allowed all that was safe to grant in other parts of the 
Constitution." 

The above editorial signifies that public misapprehension of the 
treaty-making powers as provided in the Constitution may extend even 
to editors and ambassadors. It is common to find such misapprehen
sion of the American treaty-making power in press columns and dip
lomatic utterances abroad. It is more serious when we find this mis
apprehension at home. 

l!lXCHANOE OF NOTES A.S VITAL SUB.TECT MATTER 

Before entering into a discussion of constitutional provisions and an 
historical outline of the practice of our Presidents and Senates, I wish, 
first of all, to call attention to the vital import of note exchanges and 
related collateral evidence regarding the meaning and purpose of a 
treaty. 

The necessity of the Senate to have before it, in performance of its 
constitutional function as coordinate treaty maker, the exchange of 
notes leading up to and entering into the negotiations, as well as have 
full and free access to all relevant subject matter, is plain when we 
take into consideration: 

1. That international agreements may be negotiated without any 
treaty, simply by exchange of notes-a fact demonstrated by scores 
of instances both in our history and in that of every nation. 

2. The first naval armament negotiation of the United States, that 
between this country and Great Britain in 1818, regarding the navy on 
the Great Lakes, during the Monroe administration, was by exchange 
of notes, without treaty, and President Monroe set up the first Ameri- . 
can precedent of negotiation on naval armament when he transmitted 
all exchanges of notes and all other papers relevant to the case with 
his message to the Senate. And Monroe's ultimate proclamation of the 
treaty was based on the Senate's "advice and consent" after study of 
the papers. 

3. A treaty may be general in form, the concrete application being 
defined in notes in which particular exceptions are specified. 

4. The controlling purpose of a treaty may not be clear, unless it is 
read in the light of the antecedent and attendant notes and diplomatic 
understandings. 

5. Exchanges of notes, " confidential " and " secret " understandings, 
are among the most fruitful causes of war-as was the case in the 
recent World War. Also, they are fruitful causes of boundary disputes, 
misunderstandings over shipping and fishery rights-and are the pro
ductive cause of what is known as "paper treaties." 

6. In short, it is American law and international law that the con
tracting treaty parties-of which under the Constitution the Senate by 
its required two-thirds vote is a coequal in making all American 
treaties--shall have complete power over the subject matter. We shall 
find that to be the holding of our leading American authorities when 
we come to consult, as I do later, such authorities as Moore's Digest of 
International Law, by the international jurist, John Bassett Moore; 
Treaties, Their Making and Enforcement, a leading textbook by Judge 
Crandall ; The Treaty Making Powers of the Senate, by Henry Cabot 
Lodge, for many years a member of the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee. 

7. Withholding of material subject matter, such as exchanges of notes, 
instructions and dispatches, protocols of the proceedings of the nego
tiators. indeed, the existence in itself of "confidential" and "secret, 
documents not communicated to a contracting party, such as the Consti
tution bas made the Senate, constitutes what in contract making is 
termed " suppressio veri," which legally vitiates a contract and morally 
invalidates a treaty. 

We shall see, as we go over the history of American treaty cases
the precedents set by the early Presidents: Washington, Adams, Jeffer
son, Madison, and Monroe, and followed by Jackson, Polk, Lincoln, 
Grant, Cleveland, and other successors-that it is a well-established 
American custom, dating from the time of the framers of the Constitu
tion, for the Execut ive who shares the coordinate treaty-making power 
with the Senate to acquaint the Senate with the complete diplomatic 
record. Indeed, it was the uniform practice of the early Presidents to 
lay all available subject matter before the Senate prior to negotiation 
in order to secure the Senate's "advice" in advance. Later practice 
was to transmit the papers with the treaty message, or sometimes in 
advance of the message. But there appears to be no American precedent 
of a refusal on the part of the Executive to transmit to the Senate, his 
partner and coequal in treaty making, any subject matter deemed by the 
Senate essential to consideration in rendering its required "advice and 
consent." 

WHERE THE NEGOTIATION RELATES TO PEACE OR WAR 

Congress, under the Constitution, has the sole power to declare war. 
Therefore, it has been the almost universal custom of American Presi
dents, if they judged the issue bore any relation to possible differences 
involving war, to lay the matter, including papers, before the Senate-
frequently prior even to negotiations. 

That was done by President Monroe in the naval armament negotia
tion of 1818 in the British settlement with regard to the Great Lakes; 

President Jackson sought the prior advice of the Senate with regard 
to settlement of difficulties with the Indian tribes. 

President Polk laid the whole subject, with all note exchanges and 
other relevant papers, before the Senate in the settlement of the Oregon 
boundary question with Great Britain-submitting all data prior to 
negotiation, and on the ground that, as Congress had the sole power 
of declaring war, there should be complete harmony of purpose between 
the executive and legislative branches of Government before entering 
upon a negotiation that might lead to belligerent conditions. 

Presidents Lincoln and Grant followed the precedents of Monroe and 
Polk on several occasions. General Grant, when President, was one 
of the most scrupulous of all Presidents on the point that any pro
posed negotiation, even a treaty of arbitration with Great Britain, that 
might involve belligerent possibilities, should first be laid before the 
Senate for its advice, and that the Senate should be provided with all 
papers prior to the instituting of negotiations. 

In the North Atlantic Fisheries case, which hardly could be said to 
involve a question of war, President Cleveland directed Secretary 
Bayard to transmit all notes to the Senate, even three years prior to 
any direct negotiation. 

ORIGIN OF NEGOTIATION BY NOTE EXCHANGES 

It is not difficult to understand the origin of the Old World custom 
of negotiation by exchange of diplomatic notes. Up to the early part 
of the eighteenth century it was the European custom to write treaties 
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in Latin. (See Moore's Digest of International Law, vol. 5, p. 180.) 
Exact knowledge of what the treaty meant, the concrete particulars 
of the treaty's application, were supplied by exchange of notes written 

·in a language which the writer and reader understood. 
When Latin ceased to be u ed in treaty writing, French became the 

diplomatic language. When Benjamin Franklin, in 1785 (Moore's 
Digest, idem), transmitted to Congress a consular convention with 
France, John Jay remarked that it appeared to be in French, and be 
observed that it seemed expedient " to provide that in the future every 
treaty or convention which Congress may think proper to engage in 
should be formally executed in two languages," one of which shoul<l 
be "the language of the United States." 

The Old World custom of couching treaties in terms and in a languag~ 
not readily understood by the lay world may partly have been inspired 
by the following condition: The treaty was a contract between two 
monarchs. It was not presumed to be understood by the "subjects,'' 
who might lose thei.I.· lives and property in war by reason of the of
fensive or defensive alliances provided for in the treaty. To avoid the 
contingency of the treaty being so plainly understood as to cause pop
ular uprisings, the treaty was written in Latin and French and in 
diplomatic terms. Therefore, exchange of notes became highly essential 
to a concrete understanding of the purpose and application of a treaty. 

Much of the public language used in high places to-day requires 
exchange of notes, diplomatic conversations, telegrams, letters, and 
sundry memoranda , to arrive at the precise application and significance 
of the general terms employed. 

SOURCE OF THE TREATY POWER IN THE UNITED STATES 

When the American Revolutionists threw off their British allegiance 
and formed the new Republic, the people of the 13 States became the 
sovereign who exercised the treaty power. Prior to the Constitution, 
Congress made the treaties-each State having one vote in making and 
ratifying. Under the Confederation, the vote of 9 of the 13 States 
was necessary to approve a treaty. It was deemed essential to insure 
that a minority of the States should not be able to bind the majority. 
(Vide Henry Cabot Lodge, the Treaty-making Powers of the Senate, 
Scribner's Magazine, January, 1902; John W. Foster, former Secretary 
of State, the Treaty-making Power Under the Constitution, Yale Law 
Journal, December, 1901.) 

Congress exercised the sole treaty-making power of the United States 
in approving all the first treaties in the founding of the Nation. It 
nnmed the commi sioners-John Jay, John Adams, and Benjamin Frank
lin-who negotiated the treaty of peace, 1783, for terminating the war 
with Great Britain, establishing the boundaries, and acquiring the terri
tory of the original 13 States. Congress reviewed the work of the com
missioners and ratified the treaty. 

Prior to the Constitutional Convention of 1787, Congress consum
mated treaties with the various powers of Europe-Great Britain, 
France, Prussia, Austria, Russia, Netherlands, Sweden, and the rest
covering a wide range o! subjects, as, amity and commerce, naviga
tion, loans, duties and imposts, contraband of war, most-favored-nation 
treatment, maritime warfare rules, shipping, prizes, ports, pirates, visita
tion and search, letters of marque and reprisal, courts abroad, and 
postal conventions. Each State had one vote in making and ratifying 
the treaty-nine States necessary for ratification. (Vide: Crandall, 
Samuel Benjamin, Treaties-Their Making and Enforcement, ch. 3, pp. 
24-30.) 

This democratic mode of treaty making was something new to Old 
World diplomacy, wherein the kings, not the people, were the contract
ing parties. On the occasion of the treaty of May 12, 1784, ratified 
with Great Britain, Crandall's textbook (p. 32) contains this reference: 

"In the instrument of ratification as adopted by Congress, there 
seemed to the British Government to be a want of form, wherein the 
United States was mentioned 'before His Majesty, contrary to the estab
lished custom in every treaty in which a crowned head and a republic 
were parties.' " 

So many kings, emperors, czars, and kaisers have been abolished in 
Europe since that day, especially since the World War, which was due 
to this same Old World diplomacy, that treaty making by a republic no 
longer causes distress of "Majesty" because of "want of form." In 
that excellent Senate Document No. 26, Sixty-sixth Congress, first ses
sion, Ratification of Treaties, compiled by Griffin, and reported by the 
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. MosEs], June 5, 1919, we find this 
reference in the introduction : 

" The change in the form of government in Germany naturally changes 
the conditions of ratification in that country. The method followed in 
the past is modified by transferring the ratifying power from the crown 
to the legislature." 

No longer does a German treaty brgin with the words: "Wir Wilhelm 
von Gottes Gnaden Deutscher Kaiser," but the new sovereign, the people 
of Germany, give treaty sanction pursuant to the American plan now 
established as a world model these 148 years. 

TREATY MAKING ON ADOPTION OF THE CONSTITUTION 

Prior to 1787 treaty sanction was by vote of 9 of 13 States. 
After 1787 treaty sanction was by " advice and consent" of two

thirds of the Senators of the States. The Executive was added to the 

Senate two-thirds as a coordinate and coequal of the joint treaty
making powers of the United States. 

In the original draft of the treaty clause as adopted by the Consti
tutional Convention the Senate, as directly representing the States, was 
given the sole treaty-making function. The <ft>vious necessity of an 
executive negotiator, however, prompted the committee on detail to add 
the name of the Pre ident, who was to conduct the negotiations by 
"advice and consent" of two-thirds of the Senate. A bare majority of 
the Senate was deemed by the framers of the Constitution as insuffi
cient in making a treaty "the law of the land." The vote of nine
thirteenths of the States was required prior to 1787, and the vote of 
two-thirds was provided thereafter-insuring that no minority of States 
could bind the majority. (Vide : Lodge, the Treaty-Making Powers of 
the SPnate, pp. 35-36; Id. Crandall, Treaties, Their Making and En
forcement , ch. 4.) 

Senator Lodge makes this comment on the addition of the President 
to the treaty-making function which had been formerly in the sole hands 
of the States through their representatives in Congress (p. 36) : , 

"This was an immense concession by · the States, and they bad no 
idea of giving up their t:.ltimate conh·ol to a President elected by the 
people generally. Here, therefore, is the reason for the provision of the 
Constitution which makes the consent of the Senate by a two-thirds 
majority necessary to the ratification of any treaty projected or pre
pared by the President. The required assent of the Senate is the preser
vation to the States of an equal share in the sovereign power of making 
treaties which before the Constitution was theirs without limit or 
restriction." 

After reviewing instances, from Washington down to Lincoln, wherein 
the Executive and Senate in performance of their coordinate function 
had joined in making the treaties of the Republic, Senator Lodge (p. 
37) adds the following conclusion: 

" 'fhe right of the Senate to share in treaty making at any stage has 
always been fully recognized, both by the Senate and the Executive, not 
only at the beginning of the Government, when the President and many 
of the Senators were drawn from the framers of the Constitution and 
were, therefore, familiar with their intentions, but at all periods since." 

This statement was made ju 1902. It seems to have been good since 
that day-unless possibly the consideration of the present naval arma
ment negotiation. 

WASHINGTON'S INTERPRETATION OF THE TREATY CLAUSl'.l 

General Washington was the presiding officer of the Constitutional 
Convention of 1787. He knew personally the Constitution's framers and 
their intentions. His Cabinet,. his ministers and ambassadors abroad, 
the Senate with whom he joined in treaty making, were largely drawn 
from the framers of the Constitution. 

Washington set the Executive precedent for . American treaty making 
for these 140 years-treaty making under the provisions of the Consti
tution. We one and all do Washington lip service. Shall our works 
continue to measure up to our words? 

Consulting our authorities-Moore, Crandall, Lodge, Foster-indeed, 
consulting the now world-known record of the Washington administra
tion, we find that Washington interpreted the " advice and consent " 
clause to mean: (1) Senate "advice" prior to negotiation; (2) Senate 
"consent" at all stages of negotiation, with the final seal of ratifica
tion. 

All subject matter in Washington's possession was laid by him before 
the Senate for constderation and for their " advice" prior to negotiation 
and for their "consent" by ratification thereafter. In all particulars, 
"at every stage," the Executive and Sena e were the coordinate treaty 
makers. 

Until the Senate has duly considered the negotiation and passed upon 
the treaty document, says Lodge (p. 34) : 

"The treaty, so-called, is therefore inchoate, a mere project for a 
treaty, until the consent of the Senate has been given to it." 

In obtaining Senate "advice" prior to negotiation, Washington first 
tried the plan of visiting the Senate in person. Maclay (see Crandall's 
textbook, p. 67) describes the incident: 

" The President was introduced, and took our President's chair. He 
rose and told us bluntly that he bad called on us for our advice and 
consent to some propositions respecting the treaty to be held with the 
southern Indians." 

Washington was accompanied by General Knox, who was familiar 
with Indian affairs and prepared to answer Senate questions. There 
appeared to be se>en specific questions involved. The Senate took the 
papers and oral testimony under advi ement and voted, affirmatively or 
negatively, on the seven points of proposed negotiation, at its following 
Monday session. 

Transmission of papers prior to negotiation was deemed thereafter to 
be the more practicable method of Executive and Senate cooperation. 
Crandall (p. 68, Id.) cites the .Journal record for Washington's special 
messages seeking Senate advice in opening Indian negotiations, as of 
August 4, 1790, August 11, 1790, January 18, 1792, wherein the Senate 
voted advice and consent prior to negotiation. 

On F ebruary 9, 1790, the record shows that Washington was awaiting 
Senate advice in negotiating a boundary treaty with Great Britain. 
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May 8, 1792, be inquired· for Senate advice in negotiating a proposed 

treaty with Algiers for payment of ransom and peace money. · 
Secretary of State Jefferson, .!pril1, 1792, advised Senate consultation 

for validating sucb treaty. 
Navigation on the Mississippi was the subject of the President's con

sulting with the Senate, January 11, 1792, with regard to instructing 
Charges d'.A.ffaircs Carmichael and Short to negotiate with Spain at 
Madrid. 

On February 14, 1791, the business of the mission of Gouverneur 
Morris to Great Britain was laid before the Senate, and on various dates 
during 1794 the Senate received communications with regard to the 
so-called Jay treaty with Great Britain. 

Says Crandall (p. 70, id.) : · 
" These first attempts of the Executive to follow out the clear inten

tion of the framers of the Constitution, in consulting the Senate prior 
to the opening of negotiations, bave been followed only In exceptional 
instances." 

Crandall (Treaties, Their Making and Enforcement, pp. 67-72, Ch. VI, 
Advice and Consent of the Senate) enumerates about 30 instances where 
the Executive consulted with the Senate for advice prior to negotiation. 
The citations range from 1790 to 1884, and the Presidents seeking 
Senate advice prior to negotiation include Washington, Adams, Je1rer
son, Madison, Monroe, Jackson, Polk, Buchanan, Lincoln, Johnson, 
Grant, and Arthur. Senator Lodge cites other instances (pp. 37-42, 
the Treaty-Making Powers of the Senate), in all about 40, and says: 

., From these various examples it will be seen that the Senate has 
been consulted at all stages of negotiations by Presidents of all parties, 
from Washington to Arthur " (p. 42, id.). 

Among the Presidents who notably and more commonly adopted the 
practice of consulting the Senate prior to negotiation were Washington, 
Monroe, Jackson, Polk, Lincoln, and Grant. It will be noted that they 
are 2-term Presidents, whose names stand out preeminently in the 
Nation's history. 

Ordinarily, where the issue of peace or war is not involved, or the 
protection of the national boundary, the question may not be of such 
moment as to call for executive consultation with the Senate prior to 
negotiation. Nevertheless, 1t is Interesting to note, in the textbook 
most frequently cited by our international jurist, John Bassett Moore, 
namely, Cra11dall's work, this passage: "The clear intention of the 
framers of the Constitution, in consulting the Senate prior to the 
opening of negotiations." It is obvious that when a President consults 
the Senate prior to negotiation, be lays before them the pertinent and 
relevant subject matter for their consideration in giving advice. 

MONROE PRECEDENT IN THE NAVAL ARMAMENT CASE OF 1818 

Turning to Moore's International Law Digest, by John Bassett Moore, 
pages 214-215, volume 5, we read under the head, Exchange of Notes: 

"The arrangement between the United States and Great Britain of 
April 28- 29, 1817, was effected by an exchange of notes between Mr. 
Bagot, British minister at Washington, and Mr. Rush, Secretary of 
State. Orders were at once given to the proper executive officers of 
the two governments for its execution. 

"April 6, 1818, President Monroe, apparently out of abundant cau
tion communicated the correspondence to the Senate. (American State 
Papers, For. Rei. IV, 202.) 

" 'l'he Senate, on the 16th day of the same month, by a resolution 
in which two-thirds of the Senators present concurred, 'approved and 
consented to ' the arrangement, and, 'recommended that the same be 
carried into effect by the President.' The President proclaimed the 
arrangement April 28, 1818." 

Outstanding in this brief citation one can not fail to note the 
following plain signs : 

(1) That "exchange of notes" may be the res gestae of the negotia
tion, even in a naval armament agreement. 

(2) That when the spirit of the Constitution is followed and the 
Executive deals frankly and promptly with his copartner, the Senate, 
in the prop_osed negotiation, the entire transaction goes through in 
complete harmony and dispatch. 

(3) In a matter involving peace or war-the latter being a subject 
over which Congress has the declaratory power-it was the early view 
of the White House, in the case of a President so thoroughly American 
as James Monroe, author of our Monroe doctrine, that the Senate should 
have before it all relevant papers, even prior to negotiation. 

Thus handled, the first American naval armament negotiation was 
completed within the brief space of 30 days-an excellent example of 
American efficiency and simplicity, when the clear intent of the Con
stitution framers is carried out without concealment or evasion. 

John Bassett Moore alludes to President Monroe's " abundant cau
tion." One might well add to that Monroe's abundant Americanism. 
His Americanism was so broad and thorough that the period of the 
Monroe administration is alluded to in American history as the "Era 
of peace," when party dissent faded out until only one political party 
remained in the field, all followers of the Monroe American idea. 

HOW POLK HANDLED THE OREGON BOUNDARY ISSUE OF 1846 

The Oregon boundary question was one fraught with possible inter
national consequences in our relations with the United Kingdom. 

President Polk, o~ June 10, 1846, laid the entir~ matter, with all papers, 
before the Senate. 

In h1s message accompanying the papers he called attention to 
American precedent: 

"General Washington repeatedly consulted the Senate and asked 
their previous advice upon pending negotiations with foreign powers, 
and the Senate in every instance .responded to his call by giving their 
advice to which he always conformed his action • • •. The Senate 
are a branch o! the treaty-making power, and by consulting them in 
advance of his own action upon important measures of foreign policy 
which may ultimately come before them for their consideration, the Pres
ident secures harmony of action between that body and himself. The 
Senate are, moreover, a branch of the war-making power, and it may 
be eminently -proper for the Executive to take the opinion and advice 
of that body in advance upon any great question which may involve 
In its decision the issue of peace or war." 

This message, with accompanying papers, was transmitted to the 
Senate on June 10. The treaty (two-thirds of the Senate concurring) 
was signed June 15, submitted to the Senate, and ratified. In like 
expeditious manner the Senate cooperated with the Executive, August 
4, 1846, in territorial negotiations with Mexico. 

LINCOLN FOLLOWED THE PRECEDENT OF WASIDNGTON 

Senator Lodge (p. 41 of his review) cites six instances wherein 
President Lincoln followed the early example of Washington, Monroe, 
and Polk, and consulted the Senate for advice and consent prior to 
negotiation and pending the same. 

On March 16, 1861, Lincoln's first message to the Senate asked for 
the Senate's advice and consent with respect to three questions look
ing toward a proposed negotiation for arbitration with Great Britain. 

December 17, 1861, he submitted to the Senate a draft of a conven
tion sought by Mexico, and sought advice upon it before ratification. 

January 24, 1862, he asked for Senate advice before negotiating a 
loan with Mexico. 

February 25, 1862, the Senate by resolution advised against the 
Mexican loan under certain contingencies, and on June 23, 1862, Lincoln 
submitted a message with a revised plan. · 

March 5, 1862, Lincoln's message dealt with advice on the Para-
guayan award. 

February 5, 1863, Lincoln suggested a Senate amendment of the 
proposed arbitration convention with Peru. 

GRANT FOLLOWS MONROE AND POLK ON PEACE QUESTIONS 

Three instances where President Grant laid the subject matter before 
the Senate prior to negotiation are cited by Senator Lodge (pp. 41-42). 

April 5, 1871, Grant laid before the Senate a dispatch from the 
minister to Hawaii for Senate information and advice. 

The most important case was that relating to differences with Great 
Britain under the treaty of Washington, and proposed arbitration 
thereof. Grant's message to the Senate, May 13, 1872, relating to the 
adoption of an article propqsed by Great Britain, said : 

"The Senate is aware that consultation with that body in advance of 
entering into agreements with foreign states has many precedents. In 
the early days of the Republic General Washington repeatedly asked 
their advice upon pending questions with such powers. The most im
portant precedent is that of the Oregon boundary treaty in 1846. 

" The importance of the results hanging upon the present state of the 
treaty with Great Britain leads me to follow these former precedents 
and to desire the counsel of the Senate in advance of agreeing to the 
proposal of Great Britain." 

SENATE AMENDMENTS OF PROPOSED TREATIES 

Up to 1900 Senator Lodge (pp. 42-43, id.) lists 68 treaties amended 
by the Senate. 

Up to the present date, June, 1930, possibly 100 treaties have been 
amen'ded by the Senate prior to ratification. 

As to the significance of the Senate's treaty-making powers in this 
regard, these conclusions are obvious : 

(1) The Senate amendment in itself is a continuance of the treaty
making negotiations begun by the Executive. 

(2) The consideration of the merits of the proposed negotiation for 
the purposes of amending and perfecting the treaty document presup
poses full and free command of the subject matter of the proposed 
treaty. 

(3) No Executive has ever questioned the power of the Senate to 
amend a treaty-which implies that no logical reason exists for with
holding papers relevant to the Senate's function in treaty amendment. 

PRESIDENT CLEVELAND IN THE FISHERIES CASE OF 1888 

Two modern precedents were set in the handling of the dispute with 
Great Britain in the North Atlantic fisheries case, settled by treaty in 
1888. 

Secretary Bayard (Foreign Relations, 1885, 460) in 1885 transmitted 
to the Senate the note exchanges that had super eded the terminated 
fishing articles of the treaty of 1871. Disputed fishery rights had 
thereafter been governed by exchange of diplomatic notes. A list 
thereof is published in Forejgn Relations, 1885, pages 460-4G6. Sec· 
retary Bayard's report to Congress contains this i)assage, which is a 
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sufficient indication of executive policy as constrned by the President 
and State Department of that date: 

"Copies of the memoranda and · exchanged notes on which this tem
porary agreement rests are appended." 

Baynrd s tmnsmission of the early note exchanges was in 1885. That 
wa years prior to the treaty. It therefore would appear that diplo
matic exchanges prior to treaty negotiation may be of deep relevance for 
a pet·iod covering several years. Deprived of consideration of these note 
excban"'e for the period 18 5-1888, the Senate could not intelligently 
have given its ndvice and consent, as requested by the mes .. age of Presi
dent Cleveland, February 20, 1888. 

President Cleveland's message assures the Senate that it will receive 
paper up to date, in addition to note· exchanges already transmitted by 
Secretary Bayard. This message, in my judgment a good American 
model for me sages seeking the advice and consent of the Senate pur
suant to constitutional mandate, contains the following enlightening 
information: 

"'rhe greater part of the correspondence which has taken place be
tween the two Governments bas heretofore been communicated to Con
gress, and at as early a day as possible I shall transmit the remaining 
portion to this date, accompanying it with the joint protocols of the 
confN«e>nces which resulted in the conclusion of the treaty · now sub
mitted to you. 

"You will thus be fully possessed of the record and history of the case 
sincf' the termination, on June 30, 1885, of the fishery articles of the 
trenty of October 20, 1818. · 

"As the documents and papers referred to will supply full informa
tion of the po~itions taken under my administration by the representa
tives of the United States as well as those occupied by the repre
sentatives of the Government of Great Britain, it is not considered 
necessary or expedient to repeat them in this message. 

" • • • These provisions will secure the substantial enjoyment 
of the treaty rights for our fishermen under the treaty of 1818, for 
which contention )las been steadily made in the correspondence of the 
Department of State, and our minister at London, and by the American 
negotiator of the present treaty." (See pp. 238-239, Ratification of 
Treatie , S. Doc. No. 26, 66th Cong., 1st sess.) 

COURTS OF ARBITRATION FIND SECRET DOCUMENTS IMPORTANT 

It is interesting to note that a controversy over fishing rights in the 
North Atlantic bad arisen from time to time since the signing of the 
tr·eaty of 1818. The treaty of 1888, ne_gotiated by President Cleve
land and ratified by the Senate, the Senate having all the documents, 
did not settle the controversy. It was, therefore, decided to submit to a 
court of arbitration at The Hague, which was done in 1910. 

The decision of the arbitration court shows that one of the impor
tant questions involv-ed was decided upon the basis of · correspondence 
exchang«e>d between Lord Bathurst and John Quif;1CY Adams, American 
mini ·ter to Great Britain, the notes having been exchanged in 1815, 
three years before the signing of the treaty. (Hyde's International 
Law, vol. 2, p. 535.) 

In 1898 a controversy arose with Switzerland over a most-favored
nation treaty, signed in 1850. As American Secretary of State,. Mr. 
Day stood squarely on the text of the treaty with Switzerland. Swi~er

land, however, claimed that the meaning of the treaty must be gamed 
not only from the text but also from all extraneous matter pertain
ing thereto. It developed that the plenipotentiary of the United States 
bad made certain agreements and these agreements had been reported 
to the President by correspondence. When this was called to the 
attention of John Hay, who in the meantime had become Secretary of 
State be addressed a note to the Swiss Government saying he had in
ve t~ated the matter and discovered that Switzerland was right. 

"Under these circumstances we believe it to be our duty to acknowl
edge the equity of the reclamation presented by your Government. 
Both justice and honor require that the common understanding of the 
high constracting parties at the time of the executing of the treaty 
should be carried into effect." (Hyde's International Law, vol. 2, p. 
535.) 

Exploration of the Alaskan boundary controversy and the controversy 
that aro e over the boundary between the United States and New 
Brunswick can lead only to the conclusion that notes and correspondence 
prior to and during the negotiations of the treaty become of vast im
portance in case of di. pute as to the meaning of the text of the treaty 
when such dispute is submitted to an arbitrational tribunal for 
deci ion. 

If in case of the national fishery rights it is sound American prece
dent tllat all correspondence, exchange of notes , protocols of proceedings 
of negotiators, covering a period at least three rear prior to final 
negotiation, be submitted to the Senate as a "component part." of the 
treaJ·y-making power, then assuredly in. a case involving the ISsues of 
peace and war, where Congress has the sole declaratory power, the duty 
of the Executive would appear to be plain. 

That was the frank judgment of Pr«e>sident Grant, himself a high 
military authority, the victorious general of the Union Army- in the 
Civil War. '£hat was the judgment of President Polk, who participated 
in the issues of the Mexican War. That was the judgment o~ President 
Washington, the general who won for his country the American Revo-

lution. Washington set the precedent of American policy and practice 
according to . the known and "clear intention of the framers of the · 
Constitution." And the American peoLJle, .and the cau. e · of world 
democracy at large, are to be congratulated, that so many American 
Presidents have stood foursquare with the gospel of the American 
Constitution. 

FOREIG~ COMPLAINTS OF SE!iA.TE ACTION 

Old World opposition to the American plan of treaty making extends 
to the whole subject of Senate participation-to the entire policy as 
laid down in the Constitution. 

The American plan, whereby the people of the 48 States have sovereign 
voice through their Senators, upsets completely the Old World program 
of two sovereigns personally making a treaty conh·act or subro a agree
ment, without knowledge of their "subjects." 

Moore, International Law Digest, volume V, by I~ternational Jurist 
John Bassett Moore, touches on some of the cases of foreign complaint. 

May 12, 1803, a convention, signed in London fo:t ettllng the northern 
boundaries of the United States, was submitted by President Jefferson 
to the Senate. The Senate approved on condition that the fifth article 
be expunged. The British Government did not except the amendment, 
and ratifications were not exchanged. Page 199, volume . V, of Moore's 
Digest gives the reason for British disapproval: 

"The propriety of a partial approval by the Senate was doubted by 
the British Government. See Mr. Monroe, minister to England, to Sec
retary of State, June 3, 1804, American State Papers, Foreign RelationM 
III, 93. For preliminary corre pondence in relation to the convention see 
idem II, 382, 584, et seq." 

This citation afford the Senate in the present discussion two interest
ing sidelights: First, the British Government doubts the " propriety of ll 
partial approval of a treaty by the Senate"; second, in the time of 
Jefferson and Monroe, the "preliminary correspondence" in relation to a 
convention is laid before the Senate, and even published as a State docu
ment. The British reaction to Senate activity was not even a "dJplo
matic confidence," but was spread broadcast so that the entire body of 
Americaq popular sovereignty might read. 

· A second case of · British disapproval of Senate action came in 1824. 
Pre ident Monroe submitted to the Senate a convention for the suppres
sion of the African slave trade, with a message, May 21, 1824. Th'=l 
Senate approved it with conditions which Great Britain refused to accept. 
Henry Clay, Secretary of State, in his published note to Mr. Addington, 
British Mini ·try, April 6, 1825, stated the American policy in terms well 
worth reading by all Americans to-day (see Moore's Digest, vol. V, pp. 
200-201) : 

"The Government of His Britannic Majesty is well acquainted with 
the provision of the Constitution of the United States, by which the 
Senate is a component part of the treaty-making power ; and that t he 
consent nnd advice of that branch of Congress are indispensable in the 
formation of treaties. * The people of the United States have 
justly considered that, if there be any inconveniences in this arrange
ment of their executive powers, tho e inconveniences are more than 
counterbalanced by the greater ecurity of their interests, which is 
effected by the mutual checks which are tl10s interposed. But it is not 
believed that there are any incon>eniences to foreign powers of which 
they can with propriety complain. • • * This information the Gov
ernment of the United States has always communicated to the foreign 
powers with which it treats, and to none more fully than to the United 
Kingdom of Great Britain and Ireland." 

Jurist Moore (p. 201 same) follows the above case with the follow
ing citation from Crandall, Treaties, Their Making and Enforcement, 
7Q-71: 

"While the Senate' practice of am«e>nding treaties continue. to meet 
with criticism by foreign writers, it would not be contended for a 
moment that the Senate might not reject in toto or withhold action 
altogether until the changes, which it might indicate by resolution or 
otherwise had been negotiated." 

Refusal to submit correspondence or exchange of notes to the Senate 
in the performance of its treaty-making duty is an entering wedge 
for the undermining of all Senate participation in negotiation. The 
Senate can take no material action, except to sign on the dotted line, 
unless it has complete access to official data. Wi thout evidence the 
Senate can arrive at no decision. It becomes a jury without power to 
examine witnesses. Its entire function would be re olved into the act 
of nodding assent to a paper subruitte'd to it by the Executive. 

JUSTICE BREWER O:Y KEEPll'iG SECRETS FROM IXDIANS 

On .Tune 11, 1838 (170 U. S. 1, 23), the Senate, in advising ratifica
tion of a treaty negotiated with the Sioux and other tribes of Indians, 
introduced an amendment. The President, in his proclamation to the 
Indians made no allusion to the Senate proviso. The Supreme Court 
therefo;e he1d that the Indians could not be held subject to the proviso 
that, perhaps inadvertently, had been withheld from the~ k~o,~ledge. 
The language of Justice Brewer, speaking for the court, IS significant 
and interesting (Treaties, Their Making and Enforcement, pp. 88-89) : 

"There is something, too, which shocks the conscience in the idea that 
a treaty can be put forth as embodying the terms of an arraugeme_nt 
with a foreign power or an Indian tribe, a material proYision or which 
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is. unknown to one of the contracting parties, and is kept in the back
ground to be used by the other only when the exigencies of a particular 
case demand it." · 

The world will applaud this utterance of Justice Brewer speaking for 
the United States Supreme Court. Provisions should not be unknown to 
one of the contracting parties-even though an Indian. Nothing should 
be "kept in the background." And the Senate of the United States 
should not be kept in the dark by secret confidences or undelivered in
formation of any kind. It is entitled to all the rights which .the court 
accords to the Sioux Indian. 

It may be contended by the Executive that we are refused no "ma
terial provision" relating to the proposed naval arms treaty. We shall 
know that fact, if true, when the Senate, as coordinate treaty-making 
power, receives from th.e Executive the full proceedings to which under 
the Constitution we are entitled. 

SUMMARY 

I. Both in its origin and in American treaty-making practice for over 
100 years the Senate under the Constitution is a component part of the 
treaty-making power, and as such has complete power over the subject 
matter of negotiation-both antecedent thereto and attendant thereupon. 

II. The so-called treaty drafted by negotiators is in fact, as well 
stated by Senator Lodge, "inchoate, a mere treaty form," unless it 
becomes a treaty by advice and consent of two-thirds of the Senate. 

III. The treaty power residing in the people is conferred for treaty
making purposes by the Constitution upon the Executive and the Senate, 
who are coequals working by coordination, and both the Executive and 
the Senate are swor.n to maintain and uphold the Constitution. 

IV. The treaty-making powers of the Senate, as of the Executive, 
extend to every stage of the negotiation-prior thereto and during nego
tiation, and culminate advice and consent for purposes of ratification. 

V. Power over the subject matter includes full and free access to all 
pertinent and relevant papers-note exchanges, diplomatic un(]erstand
jngs, letters, telegrams, memoranda, all collateral evidence defining the 
meaning, the concrete application, and ultimate purpose of the negotia
tion. 

VI. These principles have been crystallized in the practice of the 
Executive and Senate from the day of Washington and Momoe down to 
the present time. No precedent can be cited wherein the Executive 
hitherto, as a member of the coordinate treaty-making power, bas re
fused his coequal in treaty making, the Senate of the United States, a 
request for papers pertinent to the consideration of a proposed treaty. 

VII. The Supreme Court, in the language of Justice Brewer, finds 
there is "something which shocks the conscience " in withholding 5I. 

proviso from " one of the contracting parties," even though an Infuan. 
The evidence that no such material proviso is concealed from the Sen
ate, a contracting party, is readily available by submitting all subject 
. matter pursuant to the Constitution. 

" Once freed from the primitive formalism which views the document 
as a self-contained and self-operative formula, we can fully appreciate 
the modern principle that the words of a document are never anything 
bot indices to extrinsic things, and that therefore all the circumstances 
must be considered which go to make clear the sense of the words-that 
is, their associations with things." (Wigmore on Evidence, IV, p. 
2470.) 

I can not determine the importance of the documents requested by 
the committee because I do not know what they are. I assume the 
committee and the Senate will share this predicament with me. These 
documents may become of great importance in the future; and with that 
possibility in view it must be evident that they are important now. 
Therefore, I am of the opinion that the Senate is not in a position to 
consent to the treaty without having the subject matter before it for 
examination before it decides to grant its consent. 

The Senate and the Executive being coordinate in treaty-making 
power it necessarily follows that with its joint responsibility goes a 
joint ownership and custody of the documents involved. · 

On the question of making the documents public, it is my opinion 
that this may also involve a joint responsibility which I do not think is 
necessary to discuss now. 

CONCLUSION 

My committee vote of '' nay" on the proposed treaty of naval arma
ment limitation is based on grounds outlin€d in this report. 

The material facts pertinent and relevant to the case--such as 
exchange of notes leading up to negotiation, letters, te,egra.ms, diplo
matic proceedings, and understandings, touching the purpose and con
crete commitments of the proposed treaty, are not laid before the Senate, 
and a request therefor bas been refused. 

This admitted suppressio veri, or concealment of material facts from 
a contracting party, to wit, the Senate of the United States, appears in 
law and morals to vitiate tbe proposed contract. It reduces tbe docu
ment to a gesture on paper-a paper negotiated by advice and consent 
abroad in lieu of advice and consent of the Senate. Such a paper I am 
unable to sign on the dotted line. 

I do not attempt to define the scope of the Secretary of State in 
having " confidences abroad." I respect the chivalry which can not 

"in honor" divulge the secrets of his relations with the "mistress of 
the seas." 

On the other hand, I can not in honor betray the confidence of my 
people, my country, and its ConStitution. I can not vote to ratify a 
proposed contract the material facts of which are not before the Sen· 
ate--under the Constitution a contracting party. 

In my judgment the great issue before us is not whether we shall be 
limited to build 8-inch cruisers or 6-inch cruisers, but whether or not 
the Constitution, as understood by those who framed it, shall be main· 
tained as a living force and shall exist in works as in words-whether 
or not the Americanism of Washington and :Monroe, of Jackson and 
Cleveland, of Lincoln and Grant, shall abide from this day on as it has 
for nearly five generations of tbe Republic. 

HE!'iRlK SHIPSTEAD. 

0ALL OF THE ROLL 

Mr. FESS. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The clerk will call the roll. 
The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Senators 

answered to their names : 
Allen Fess McCulloch Shipstead 
.Ashurst George McKellar Shortridge 
Barkley Glass McNary Steck 
Bingham Glenn Metcalf Steiwer 
Black Goldsborough Moses Stephens 
Blaine Hale Norris Sullivan 
Borah Harris Oddie Swanson 
Brock Harrison Overman Thomas, Idaho 
Broussard Hastings Patterson Thomas, Okla. 
Capper Hatfield Phipps Townsend 
Caraway Hayden Pine Trammell 
Connally Hebert Pittman Vandenberg 
Copeland Howell Ransdell Wagner 
Couzens Johnson Reed Walcott 
Cutting Jones RobinsonJnd. Walsh, Mass. 
Dale Kendrick Robsion, Ky. Walsh, Mont. 
Deneen La Follette Sheppard Watson 

Mr. SHEPPARD. The Senator from Florida [Mr. FLETCHER], 
the senior Senator from South Carolina [Mr. SMITH], the 
Senator from Utah 11\-lr. KING], and the Senator from Missouri 
[Mr. HAwEs] are necessarily detained from the Senate by 
illness. · 

The junior Senator from South Carolina [Mr. BLE.A.SE] and 
the senior Senator from New Mexico [Mr. BRATTON] are neces
sarily detained from the Senate by reason of illness in their 
familie . Also, the. junior Senator from Washington [Mr. DILL] 
is absent attending the sessions in Chicago of the special com-
mittee to investigate campaign expenditures. 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. I desire to announce the unavoidable ab· 
sence of my colleague the junior Senator from Minnesota [:Mr . 
SCHALL]. I ask that this announcement may stand for the day. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Sixty-eight Senators having 
answered to their names, a quorum is present. 

DEATH OF DR. HARVEY W. WILEY 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I have just learned with 
deep sorrow of the death of Dr. Harvey W. Wiley. I think a 
word at least should be said of this great man at this moment. 

In my opinion, no one bas contributed more to the cause of 
pure food than this noble man. For this and for many other 
reasons we as a people owe him a great debt. 

Doctor Wiley served a long time as an official of the Govern
ment. . I am sure the Senate learns with great regret of his 
departure from this life. I trust that at an appropriate time. 
orne more formal action may be taken. 

1\fr. RANSDELL. Mr. President, I wish to support what the 
Senator from New York has said about Doctor . Wiley and to 
reiterate in strongest terms the deep regret we have, and I be
lieve the people of the United States have, in the death of a 
man who has done such wonderfully good work for his country 
during a long lifetime. 

I ha-ve known Doctor Wiley for years, and held him ht 
highest esteem as a learned scientist and all-around good citizen. 
During my four years' fight to secure passage of my bill to 
create a National Institute of Health, which became law re
cently, Doctor Wiley encouraged and assisted me effectively. 
He visualized the potentia).ities of this ~eat measure in pre
venting disease or curing it, thereby increasing the health and 
happiness of all human beings, and he gave it in full measure 
his powerful support. 

E.~LARGEM~T OF POST-OFFICE BUILDING, WASHINGTON, D. C. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate the. 
action of the House of Representatives disagreeing to the amend
ment of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 11144) to authorize the 
Secretary of the Treasury to extend, remodel, and enlarge the 
post-office building at Washington, D. C., and for other purposes, 
and requesting a conference with the Senate on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses thereon. 
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Mr. FESS. I move that the Senate insist on its amendment, 

agree to the conference asked by the House, and that the Chair 
appoint the conferees on the part of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to; and the President pro tempore 
appointed Mr. KEYES, .Mr. FEss, and Mr. AsHURST conferees on 
the part of the Senate. 

SECOND DEFICIENCY APPROPRIATIONS 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate the 

action of the House of Representatives disagreeing to the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 12902) making 
appropriations to supply deficiencies in certain appropriations 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1930, and prior fiscal years, 
to provide supplemental appropriations for the fiscal years end
ing Jtme 30, 1930, and June 30, 1931, and for other purposes, and 
requesting a conference with the Senate on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses thereon. 

Mr. JONES. I move that the Senate insist on its amend
ments, agree to the conference asked by the House, and that the 
Chair appoint the conferees on the part of the Senate. · 

The motion was agreed to; and the President pro tempore 
appointed Mr. JoNES, Mr. HALE, Mr. PHIPPS, Mr. OvERMAN, and 
Mr. GLASS conferees on the part of the Senate. 

D. B. TRAXLEB 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate the 
amendments of the House of Representatives to the bill ( S. 
2790) for the relief of D. B. Traxler, which were, on page 1, 
line 7, after the word " Carolina," to insert " in full settlement 
of claims," and on page 1, line 12, after the word "Greenville," 
to insert "Providtedt, That no part of the amount appropriated in 
this act in excess of 10 per cent thereof shall be paid or de
livered to or received by any agent or agents, attorney or attor
neys, on account of services rendered in connection with said 
claim. It shall be unlawful for any agent or agents, attorney 
or attorneys, to exact, collect, withhold, or receive any sum of 
the amount .appropriated in this act in excess of 10 per cent 
thereof on account of services rendered in connection with said 
claim, any contract to the contrary notwithstanding. Any per
son violating the provisions of this act shall be deemed guilty 
of a misdemeanor and upon conviction thereof shall be fined in 
any sum not exceeding $1,000." 

Mr. HOWELL. I mo\e that the Senate agree to the amend
ments of the House of Representatives. 

The motion was agreed to. 
GEORGE W. M1PHERSON 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate the 
action of the House of Representatives disagreeing to the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 8242) for the relief 
of George W. McPherson, and requesting a conference with the 
Senate on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses thereon. 

Mr. HOWELL. I move that the Senate insist on its amend
ment, agree to the conference asked by the Hou e, and that the 
Chair appoint the conferees on the part of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to ; and the President pro tempore 
appointed Mr. HowELL, Mr. McMASTER, and Mr. BLACK con
feree · on the part of the Senate. 

AMENDMENT OF CIVIL SERVICE CLASSIFICATION ACT 
Mr. DALE submitted the following report, which was ordered 

to lie on the table : 

The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Hou es on the amendments of the House to the bill ( S. 
215) to amend section 13 of the act of March 4, 1923, entitled 
"An act to provide for the classification of civilian po~itions 
within the District of Columbia and in the field services," as 
amended by the act of May 28, 1928, having met, after full and 
free conference have agreed to recommend and do recommend 
to their re::;,'Pective Hou es : 

That the Senate recede from its disagreement to the House 
amendme»ts numbered 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, and agree to the same. 

That the Senate recede from its disagreement to the House 
amendment numbered 8, and agree to the same with an amend
ment as follows: 

After the figure "4-B," in line 3, on page 2 of the engrossed 
covy of the amendment , insert a comma and the words "includ
ing drafting groups.'' 

That the Senate recede from its disagreement to the Hou ·e 
amendment numbered 9, anu agree to the same. 

That the Senate recede from its disagreement to the House 
amendment numbered 10, and agree to the same with the fol
lowing amendments : 

On page 2, line 13 of the engro. ·sed copy of the amendment , 
in section 4, strike out the word~ "sole jurisdiction to determine 
finally the grade or subdi-dsion thereof to which all positions 
whicll are subject to the compensation schedules of the classi-

fication act of 1923 and amendments thereto shall be allocated, 
and it shall have.' 

In line 18 of section 4, on page 2, after the words " review 
and," insert "subject to the President's approval to." 

On page 3, in line 17 of the engrossed copy of the draft, in 
section 6, after the word board," in.;ert " which hereafter shall 
consist only of the Director of the Bureau of the Budget, a 
member of the Civil Service Commisison, and the Chief of the 
United States Bureau of Efficiency, the Director of the Bureau 
of the Budget to IJe the chairman of the board." 

PoRTER H. DALE, 
SMITH W. BROOKHART, 
KENNETH McKELLAR, 

M(ll}tage-rs on the part of the Senate. 
FREDERICK R. LEHLBACH, 
ADDISON T. SMITH, 
LAMAR JEFFERS, 

Ma.nagers on the part ot the Ho·t.tse. 

RELIEF OF WORLD WAR VETERANS 
Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. Pre ident, I present a telegram from 

Oteen Hospital Chapter, No. 3, Di abled American Veterans of 
Asheville, N. C., in reference to the veterans' bill, and a k that 
it may be printed in the RECDRD without reading and lie on 
the table. 

There being no objection, the telegram was 9rdered to lie on 
the table and to be printed in the RECORD, as follows : 

[Telegram] 

ASHE\ILLE, N. c., J ·UIUJ 9, 1930. 
Senator KENNE'l'H M CKELLAR, 

Washington, D. C.: 
The rates in veterans' bill as passed by the House are in ufficlent for 

the maintenance of .a disabled man and family. Sentiment among the 
patients at Oteen, N. C., is that the bill should be defeated unlec·s the 
rates can be raised to amounts called for by the Walsh-Connally 
amendment. 

0TEE~ HOSPITAL CHAPTER, ~0. 3, DISABLED AMERICA~ VETEHANS, 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 

1\Ir. SHEPPARD, from the Committee on Military Affairs, 
to which was referred the bill (H. R. 9347) for the relief o.f 
Sidney J. Lock, re11orted it without amendment and submitted 
a report (No. 1137) thereon. 

Mr. BARKLEY, from the Committee on the Library, to which 
was referred the bill ( S. 4384) to provide for the erection of 
a suitable monument to the memory of the first permanent. 
settlement of the West at Harrodsburg, Ky., reported it with
out amendment and submitted a report (No. 1138) thereon. 

1\It·. JOHNSON, from the Committee on Commerce, to which 
was referred there olution (H. J. Res. 372) authorizing the Presi
dent of the United States to accept on behalf of the United States 
a convey<mce of certain lands on Gov(lrnment I land from the 
city of Alameda, Calif., in con ideration of the relinquishment 
by the United States of all its rights and intere t under a lease 
of such island dated July 5, 1918, reported it without amend
ment and submitted a report (No. 1141) thereon. 

CONVEYANCE OF LA~DS TO UNIVERSITY OF OREGON 
Mr. REED. From the Committee on Military Affairs I report 

back favorably with amendments the bill (S. 3360) authorizing 
the Secretary of War to convey to the Univer ity of Oregon 
certain lands forming a part of the Coos Head Military Reserva
tion, and I submit a report (No. 1140) thereon. 

I sbould like to say in connection with this measure that, as 
a part of this Jand has been used for river and harbor projects, 
I have taken the matter up with the Senator from California 
[l\fr. JoHNSON] and have been told by him that he is quito 
satisfied that the Committee on Military Affair should act on it. 

Mr. STEIWER. Mr. President, consummation of the desir 
of the Uni\ersity of Oregon to provide a marine laboratory 
awaits final action upon this measure; and this is the last 
legislative step to be taken by the Senate in its enactment. 
I therefore a k unanimous con.,ent for the immediate con idera
tion of the bill. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection? 
There being no objection, the Senate proceeded to con ider 

the bill. · 
The amendments were, on page 1, line 6, after the name 

"Coos Head ' to strike out "l\lilitary" and insert "River and 
Harbor"; in line 9, after the word "of," where it occur the 
first time, to sh·ike out "lots" and insert "lot"; in the same 
line, after the figure "2," to strike out "and 3 " and in ert a 
comma and " the we 'terly 750 feet of lot 3 " ; on page 3, line 10, 
after the word "purposes," to in:sert a comma and "and subject 
at all times to the rights of the United States in ection 4 
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hereof," and in line 22, after the word "conveyance," to insert 
" nor shall such act or permit apply to the unconveyed part of 
lot 3 after the date of this act," and on the same page, at the 
end of the bill, to insert a new section, as follows : 

SEc. 4. The lands herein authorized to be conveyed to the University 
of Oregon shall at all times be subject to the right of the United States 
to occupy and use such part thereof as are now or may hereafter be 
needed for jetty site or sites, for rights of way for tramways from the 
unconveyed part of lot 3 to such jetty site or sites, and for ingress 
and egress by persons engaged in river and harbor work ; and the 
United States shall at all times have prior right to three-fourths of the 
natuL·al flow of streams draining lots 2 and 3. 

So as to make the bill read : 
Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of War is authorized and 

directed to convey by quitclaim deed to the University of Orgeon, State 
of Oregon, subject to the conditions hereinafter specified, the following
described part of the Coos Head River and Harbor Reservation situated 
on the south shore of the entrance to Coos Bay in Coos County, Oreg. : 

All of lot 2, the westerly 750 feet of lot 3, all of lot 1 except the 
West 300 feet thereof, and all of the southwest quarter northwest quar
ter, except the west 300 feet thereof, all in section 2, township 26 
south, range 14 west, Willamette meridian, in the county of Coos, 
Oreg. ; excepting therefrom the parcels of land released to the Treasury 
Department by letter from the Assistant Secretary of War, dated April 
24, 1913, and more particularly described as follows: Site for station 
buildings beginning at a point north 41 o 30' west 1,307 feet from the 
southeast corner northwest quarter of section 2, township 26 south, 
range 14 west, Willamette meridian; thence north 33° 15' west 400 
feet; thence west 33° 15' south 400 feet; thence south 33° 15' east 
400 feet; th~nce east 33° 15' north 400 feet to the point of beginning, 
and containing 3.673 acres; also a site for lifeboat house commencing 
at a point 775 feet north 33° 15' west from the starting point of site 
and the station grounds; thence running west 33° 15' south 150 feet; 
thence south 33° 15' east 225 feet; thence east 33° 15' north 150 
feet; thence north 33° 15' west 22,5 feet to the point of beginning, and 
containing 0.774 of an acre. 

SEC. 2. The lands herein authorized to be conveyed shall be used by 
the University of Oregon solely for scientific and educational Purposes 
subject, however, to the right of the United States, in case of war or 
other emergency, to assume control of, hold, use, and occupy said lands 
or any part thereof for any and all military, naval, or other govern
mental purposes, and subject at all times to the rights of the United 
States stated in section 4 hereof. The deed executed by the Secretary 
of War under the provisions of section 1 of this act shall contain the 
express condition that if the University of Oregon shall at any time 
attempt to aliimate said lands that same shall revert to the United 
States. 

SEc. 3. The provisions of the act entitled "An act authorizillg the 
Secretary of War to grant the use of the Coos Head Military Reserva
tion, in the State of Oregon, to the cities of M'arshfield and North Bend, 
Oreg., both being municipal corporations, for park purposes," approved 
August 21, 1916, and of any permit granted by the Secretary of War 
under such act, shall not apply to the lands herein authorized to be 
conveyed, after the date of such conveyance, nor shall such act or per
mit apply to the unconveyed part of lot 3 after the date of this act. 

SEc. 4. The lands herein authorized to be conveyed to the University 
of Oregon shaJI at all times be subject to the right of the United States 
to occupy and use such part thereof as are now or may hereafter be 
needed for jetty site or sites, for rights of way for tramways from 
the unconveyed part of lot 3 to such jetty site or sites, and for ingress 
and egress by persons engaged in river and harbor work ; and the 
United States shall at all times have prior right to three-fourths of the 
natural flow of streams draining lots 2 and 3. 

The amendments were agreed to. 
The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed for a third 

reading, read the third time, and passed. 
The title was amended so as to read : ".A bill authorizing the 

Secretary of War to convey to the University of Oregon certain 
lands forming a part of Coos Head River and Harbor Reserva
tion." 

EXECUTITE REPORTS 

As in executive session, 
1\Ir. PHIPPS, from the Committee on Post Offices and Post 

Roads, reported sundry post-office nominations, which were 
placed on the Executive Calendar. 

Mr. STEPHENS, from the Committee on the Judiciary, re
ported the nomination of Henry M. Holden, of Texas, _to be 
United States attorney, southern district of Te:x.as, which was 
placed on the Executive Calendar. 

Mr. HEBERT, from the Committee on the Judiciary, reported 
the following nominations, which were placed on the Executive 
Calendar: 

Richard B. Quinn, of Oklahoma, to be United States marshal, 
western uistrict of Oklahoma; 

Joseph W. Cox, of the District of Columbia, to be .an asso
ciate justice of the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia; 
and 

Oscar R. Luhring, of Indiana, to be an associate justice of the 
Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

Mr. REED, from the Committee on Military Affairs, reported 
the nominations of sundry officers in the Medical Corps of the 
Army, which were placed on the Executive Calendar. 

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION INTRODUCED 

Bills and a joint resolution were introduced, read the first 
time, and, by unanimous consent, the second time, and referred 
as follows: 

By Mr. COPELAND: 
A bill (S. 4766) granting a pension to Louise Claussen; to the 

Committee on Pensions. 
A bill ( S. 4767) for the relief of H. P. Converse & Co.; to 

the Committee on Claims. 
Mr. McKELLAR. On behalf of the Senator from Maryland 

[Mr. TYDINGS], who is away attending the funeral of a friend, 
I introduce a bill for proper reference. 

By Mr. McKELLAR (for Mr. TYDINGS): 
A bill ( S. 4768) authorizing the Secretary of Agriculture to 

convey certain lands to the Maryland-National Capital Park and 
Planning Commission of Maryland for park purposes; to the 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. 

By Mr. VANDENBERG (by requ~st): 
A bill (S. 4769) to amend an act entitled "An act creating the 

Great Lakes bridge commission and authorizing said commis
sion and its successors to construct, maintain, and operate a 
bridge across the St. Clair River at or near Port Huron, Mich.," 
approved June 25, 1930, being Public Act No. 433 of the second 
e sion of the Seventy-first Congress; to the Committee on 

Commerce. 
By Mr. GLENN: 
A bill (S. 4770) for the relief of Nannie Swearingen; to the 

Committee on Claims. 
By Mr. JOHNSON: 
A bill (S. 4771) granting a pension to Harrison Brainard; to 

the Committee on Pensions. 
By Mr. HAYDEN: 
A bill ( S. 4772) providing a pensionable status for soldiers of 

certain companies of militia organized in the Territories of 
Utah, Arizona, and New Mexico and the State of Texas for 
service against hostile Indians; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. NORRIS : . 
A joint resolution (S. J. Res. 205) relating to the sale of 

power generated by the Government at Dam No. 2, Muscle 
Shoals, Ala.; and the steam plant in that vicinity; to the Com
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry. 

AMENDMENTS TO WORLD WAR VETE&ANS' Bll.L 

Mr. CUTTING submitted an amendment in the nature of E. 
substitute intended to be proposed by him to the bill (H. R. 
13174) to amend the World War veterans' act, 1924, as amended, 
which was ordered to lie on the table and to be printed. 

Mr. WALSH of l\Iassachusetts and Mr. CONNALLY submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed by them to the bill (H. R. 
13174) to amend the World War veterans' act, i924, as amended, 
which was ordered to lie on the table and to be printed. 

COST OF PRODUCTION OF SHOE LACINGS • 
Mr. HEBERT. I ubmit a resolution, and ask unanimous con

sent for its immediate consideration. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The resolution will be read. 
The resolution (S. Res. 308) was read, considered by unani

mous consent, and a~reed to, as follows : 
Resolved, That the United States Tariff Commission is hereby directed 

to investigate, for the purposes of section 336 of the tariff act of 1930, 
the cost of production of the shoe lacings specified in paragraph 912 of 
such act. 

INVESTIGATION BY TARIFF COMMISSION 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I offer the following reso
lution and ask for its immediate consideration. 

The resolution ( S. Res. 309) was read, as follows : 
Resolt,ed, That the Tariff Commission is hereby directed to investi

gate the differences in the cost of production between the domestic 
article and foreign article, and to report upon the earliest date prac
ticable upon the following articles: Sugar, ultramarine blue, and um
brellas. 

This request is made under and by virtue of section 336, and the 
following sections, of the tariff act, approved on the 17th day of June, 
1930. 

The Senate, by unanimous consent, proceeded to consider the 
r~solution. 
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Mr. REED. Would the Senator be willing to add" pig iron"? 
Mr. COPELAND. I would. 
Mr. REED. I mo-ve to a ad to the list of articles ·" pig iron." 
Mr. COPE.LAND. Let the modification be made. 
The resolution as modified was agreed to. 

INTE&STATID TRANSPORTATION OF BLACK BASS 

Mr. COUZENS submitted the following report. 

The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses on the amendments of the House to the bill (S. 941) 
to amend the act entitled "An act to regulate interstate trans
portation of black bass, and for other purposes," approved May 
20 1926, having met, after full and free conference, have agreed 
to' recommend and do recommend to their respective Houses as 
follows: 

That the Senate recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ments of the House, and agree to the same. 

JAMES CouzENS, 
KEY PITTMAN, 
JAMES E. WATSON, 

Mmw.gers on the ' p01rt of the Senate. 
JOHN E. NELSON, 
J. L. MILLIGAN, 
CHAS. A. WOLVERTON, 

Managers on_ the part of the House. 

The report was agreed to. 
ENLARGEMENT OF POST-OFFICE BUILDING, WASHINGTON, D. C. 

Mr. FESS submitted the following report: 

The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses on the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
11144) to authorize the Secretary of the Treasury to extend, 
remodel and enlarge the post-office building at Washington, 
D. C., a'nd for other purposes, having met, after full and free 
conference have agreed to recommend and do recommend to 
their respective Houses as follows: 

That the Senate recede from its amendment numbered 1. 
HENRY W. KEYES, 
SIMEON D. FESS, 
HENRY S. ASHUllST, 

Managers on the part of the Senate. 
RICHABD W. ELLIOTT, 
J. WILL TAYLOR, 
Fru:Tz G. LANHAM, 

Managers on the part of the House. 

The report was agreed to. 
EFFECT OF LAW ON INTERNATIONAL COMMERCIAL RELATIONS 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. President, I call attention 
to an editorial in the Washington Post of to-day. The article 
is headed "No Tariff War." The opening_ sentence is as follows: 

If any foreign government should weakly submit to the demands of 
selfish commercial interests and attempt to retaliate against the United 
States because this country has enacted a new tariff law, it will soon 
repent of its folly. In the game of commercial retaliation the United 
States has all the advantage, and can easily bring any foreign govern
ment to term 

The article calls attention to the· threats of reprisals made by 
France, and concludes by stating: 

'l'ourist receipts have already begun to fall · off as a result of French 
cupidity, and France's neighbors have been quick to take advantage of 
the opportunity to divert the stream of American tourists. Splendid 
steamships now convey American tourists direct to Germany, Spain, 
and Italy, and it is no longer necessary to pay tribute to France. 

Great Britain is not overlooked. The British Government 
bas ploced an embargo upon American apples. This apple em
bargo draws the following comment from the Post editor: . 

If the embargo is the beginning of a commercial controv-ersy between 
Great Britain and the United States, the ramifications of the quarrel 
will surprise British shipping, insurance, and commercial interests. It 
is impossible to accept the theory that the British Government will 
welcome a struggle with the United States in any field whatever. 

Mr. President, for emphasis I reread the last sentence: 
It is impossible to accept the theory that the British Government 

will welcome a struggle with the United States in any field whatever. 

The article concludes with the following paragraph: 
If the nations should invite commercial suicide by starting tariff wars 

against the United States, American producers --would remain in posse~ 
sion of the richest market in the world, while foreign producers would 

be deprived of the market that now consumes an enormous share of their 
commodities. 

Foreign nations will think twice before they cut themselves off from 
their best cust(}mer. 

Mr. President, this publication is one of the leading news
papers of the Capital City. It is presumed to speak for the 
Government of ·the United States, for the party in power, and 
for the people of our common country. I challenge the state
ments made in this editorial. I challenge the implication that the 
people of the United States support and indorse such sentiments. 

The editorial, whatever its intent, has one major meaning ex
pressed in the title "No Tariff War." Notwithstanding the 
protests filed and actions already taken by other governments, 
this presumed spokesman for America says that no country can 
afford to take issue with the United States; no country can 
aff9rd to oppose or resist the United States, and that if they 
should presume to act so indiscreetly, such protesting countries 
would soon be brought to terms. If France doe~ not accept our 
new tariff act with a "Merci, l\1onsieur Uncle Sam," then we, in 
retaliation, are to send our tourists to Germany, Spain, and Italy, 

.M:r. President, just how would such an American policy help 
our diplomatic, commercial, and financial relations with France? 
It is charged that "Great Britain, in its present critical position, 
can not afford to forfeit the friendship and cooperation of the 
United States." 

Such statements made here in Washington can not help our 
relations with the London Government. We have now pending 
in the Senate the so-called London naval agreement or treaty. 
That treaty will soon be the unfinished business for considera
tion and action. Are such sentiments and threats, not implied 
but openly and boldly made, calculated to improve our standing 
with our great English-speaking neighbor? Can it be that this 
publication is taking advantage of the tariff controversy to indi
rectly and clandestinely stab the naval treaty in the back? 

Mr. President, I condemn the editorial. I deny that it speaks 
for the Government of the United States. I deny that it speaks 
for the people among whom it circulates. Instead of making 
threats .and counterthreats against our neighbors, we should be 
trying to reach an understanding with them, to the end that 
peace and good will and trade relations may be continued and 
extended rather than curtailed and destroyed. 

Instead of a policy of "threats," instead of a policy of "bluff." 
and instead of a policy of "asserted superiority," all giving 
positive and public evidence of the proposed establishment of a 
policy of " economic imperialism," I suggest and commend to 
the policy dictation of the Washington Post a policy suggested in 
Senate Joint Resolution 202. I ask unanimous consent at this 
point to print a copy of that joint resolution in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

The jo~t resolution referred to is as follows: 
Joint resolution (S. J. Res. 202) introduced by Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma 

on the 25th instant providing for the calling of an international trade 
and agricultural conference 

Resolv6d, etc., That the President is hereby authorized and requested 
to invite the governments of the countries with which we maintain 
commercial relations to send representatives to a conference wh1ci:l shall 
be charged with the duty, (1) of making a survey of economic barriers 
between and among the countries represented, (2) of investigating, con
sidering, and developing a system of international agtbmltural crop 
reporting, and, (3) of investigating, considering, and reporting plans 
for the control of the production of exportable agricultural crops ; and 
that the report or reports of such conference, whether jointly or indi· 
vidually made, shall be filed with the appropriate respective governments 
for consideration and approval. 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. President, I ask unanimons 
consent further to print in the RECORD the entire editorial in the 
Washington Post of this date, to which I have referred. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore . . Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

The editorial is as follows : 
[From the Washington Post of Monday, June 30, 1930] 

NO TARiFF WAR 

If any foreign government should weakly submit to the demands of 
selfish commercial interests and attempt to retaliate against the United 
States because this country bas enacted a new tariff law, it will soon 
repent of its folly. In the game of commercial retaliation the United 
States bas all the advantage, and can easily bring any foreign govern
ment to terms. 

The French Government, which permitted threats of reprisal to be 
widely published, has seen the handwriting on. the wall. It has now 
decided to await arrival of the official text of the new American tariff 
before making any representations. After it has examined the law it 
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will find that it has no grounds of complaint, and tha.t a policy of 
retaliation would work great injury to France. 

Ameri<:'an tourists have been contributing to French pocketbooks three 
times as much as France is paying on its debt to America. Tourist 
receipts have already begun to fall off as a result of French cupidity, 
and France's neighbors have been quick to take advantage of the oppor
tunity to divert the stream of American tourists. Splendid steamships 
now convey American tourists direct to Germany, Spain, and Italy, and 
it is no longer necessary to -pay tribute to France. 

The embargo imposed by the British Government upon apples from 
the United States is regarded In some quarters as an act of reprisal 
against the new tariff law, although the official explanation of the 
embargo is that it is necessary to prevent importation of infected fruit. 
Experience will soon determine the facts. If the embargo is the begin
ning of a commercial controversy between Great Britain and the United 
States the ramifications of the quarrel will surprise British shipping, 
Insurance, and commercial interests. It is impossible to accept the 
theory that the British Government will welcome a struggle with the 
United States in any field whatever. Every expression by British 
statesmen reveals that Great Britain in its present critical position can 
not afford to forfeit the friendship and cooperation of the United States. 

The United States tariff does not discriminate against any foreign gov
ernment or foreign interest. The customhouses are open to foreign com
modities without regard to their origin. The protective duties are levied 
solely for the benefit of Americans. No objections are raised by the 
United States when foreign nations impose protective tariffs. Ninety 
per cent of foreign tariffs are higher than the American tariff. Ameri
can producers sell their goods abroad in spite of high tariffs. If the 
nations should invite commercial suicide by starting tariff wars against 
the United States, American producers would remain in possession of 
the richest market in the world, while foreign producers would be 
deprived of the market that now consumes an enormous share of their 
commodities. 

Foreign nations will think twice before they cut themselves off from 
their best customer. 

OPERATION OF GOVERNMENT BARGE LINES 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, several days ago I made some 
comment upon an article which I had printed in the RECoRD 
taken from the Nation, and written by Maj. Gen. T. Q. Ashburn. 
I communicated with General Ashburn in reference to one com
ment I made at the time I had the article printed, namely, as to 
what effect the operation of the barge lines on the river had had 
on freight rates. I have an answer to my communication in 
which the general gives a good many instances of reductions in 
freight rates that have been brought about by the operation of 
these governmental barge lines. 

The other article which I put in the RECQRD showed their 
financial success, how they were making money, how they had 
taken over a short line of railroad in Alabama, which was in 
the hands of a receiver, and which the railroad company had 
abandoned, or asked to abandon ; how they had purchased it, 
the money they had put into it, and how it was making con· 
siderably above 6 per cent on the investment. 

In answer to my other letter, General Ashburn, as I said, 
gives quite a number of illust·rations of reductions in railroad 
freight rates that have been brought about by the operation 
of the governmental river-barge lines. I want to read one para· 
graph, in which he says: 

All rail rates on export grain from St. Louis to New Orleans have been 
reduced from around 18 cents per hundred pounds to 11 cents per 
hundred pounds, this being brought about by competition with the barge 
rates of 2 mills per ton-mile, 11 ~ cents per hundred pounds, St. Louis to 
New Orleans. The all-water rate is now 8 cents per hundred pounds. 

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. President, as a part of my re
marks, to print in the RIOOORD the entire letter of General Ash
burn. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

The letter referred to is as follows : 

Hon. G. W. NORRIS, 

h.'LAND WATERWAYS CORPORATION, 

WMhington, D. 0., June ts, .1930. 

United. States Senate, Washiington, D. 0. 
MY DEAR SE~ATOR NORRIS : In response to your letter of June 21, 

1930, in which you request some concrete illustrations of freight-rate 
reductions due to the operation of boats by the Inland Waterways Cor
poration, the following information is submitted: 

The actual freight savings by the Federal Barge Lines in 1929 
amounted to $2,600,000, as reported by our comptroller. 

This estimate of savings was made by a compilation of individual 
savings on actual shipments over the barge lines and computed by add
ing the actual saving in cents per ton over the all-rail rates between 
the points of origin and destination. These figures were actually wo~ked 
out in our comptroller's office for each shipment. 

I find no evidence to convince me that the general structure of all
rail rates throughout our country has been much affected by the Federal 
barge line rates, although great savings have been introduced through 
the utilization of all-water rates, joint rail-water rates, ·and joint rail
water-rail rates. Certainly this corporation has never used its rates as 
a club to beat down all-rail rates. Nevertheless, it is possible to point 
out very specific and important examples of where rail lines have volun
tarily reduced their all-rail rates which were in competition with water 
rates. Some of them follow : 

The Aluminum Ore Co. of America bas a very large plant at East 
St. Louis, Mo. Bauxite ore is a basic commodity handled by this 
plant. This ore may come from Bauxite, Ark., from British Guiana, 
or otller remote sources of supply. This company owns its own line of 
boats, which it operates between British Guiana and New Orleans. 
When the Federal barge lines began to take this ore at New Orleans 
and transport it to East St. Louis the all-rail rate on this commodity 
was $6 per ton, which was so prohibitive as to become what is tech
nically known as a " paper" rate. The original barge rate, which 
moved the ore, was 80 per cent of $6, or $4.80 per ton. Successive 
reductions were made by both rail and barge line, until to-day the 
" all-water " charge, " dock to dock " rate is $3 per ton. The actual 
cost to the Aluminum Ore Co. of this carriage, including transfer, 
switching charges, etc., is $3.76 per ton. 

The Missouri Pacific Railroad has established a total rate of $4.25 
per ton for handling this ore from ship to plant at East St. Louis, 
and allows a refund -of 78 cents per ton for handling the ore from 
ship to car, so that the actual money it receives for this transportation 
is $3.47 per ton instead of the $6 paper rate, which moved little bauxite 
ore, if any. 

If the $6 rate on bauxite ore had remained constant, it is probable 
that the entire plant of the Aluminum Ore Co. at East St. Louis would 
have been scrapped, because it could not successfully compete with its 
eastern competitors, and the buyers of aluminum products throughout 
the Middle West would have been paying the same price they now 
pay plus the additional transportation of the finished product from 
Baltimore to destination. 

All-rail rates on export grain from St. Louis to New Orleans have 
been reduced from around 18 cents per hundred pounds to 11 centlil 
per hundred pounds, this being brought about by competition with the 
barge rate of 2 mills per ton-mile, 11~2 cents per hundred pounds, St. 
Louis to New Orleans. The all-water rate is now 8 cents per hundred 
pounds. 

Competition between eastern, southern, and western sugar refineries 
and American beet-sugar refineries has caused the statement to be made 
publicly that the barge-line rates are the basis of sugar prices through
out the United States. 

Barge-line rates are an important if not the controlling factor in the 
price of steel and steel products in the Southwest. 

The rates on manganese ore and sulphur, used in the manufacture of 
steel, have been materially affected by barge rates. 

Yours very truly, 
T. Q. ASHBUR.."V, 

Major GeneraZ, United States Army, 
Chairman and Executive. 

TH.E CASE OF WELCH VERSUS VENEZUELA 

Mr. RANSDELL. Mr. President, in connection with Senate 
Resolution 253, introduced by me on April 25, 1930, and supple
menting other material submitted on the so-called Welch case; 
I ask unanimous consent that the documents I hold in my hand 
be inserted in the RECOBD. 

These documents consist of a letter from Morris Gilbert, the 
author of an article entitled "Venezuela's Rocking-Chair Czar," 
which recently appeared in the North American Review, and 
copy of a petition to the President of the United States from the 
women of Venezuela, to which is attached a letter from Mr. 
Delgado to Mr. King, dated June 1, 1930; also a letter from Mr. 
Delgado to Mr. King, dated May 7, 1930. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, it Is so 
ordered. 

The documents referred to are as follows: 
VEERE, HOLLAND, May !81 1930. 

The Hon. JOSEPH E. RANSDELL, 
Senator from Louisiana, Washington, D. 0. 

MY DEAR SENATOR RANSDELL: Mr. Kenneth W. Payne, editor of the 
North American Review, forwarded me your letter of May 15, which 
reached me to-day. I am very glad to answer you and stand behind 
everything which appears in my article, " Venezuela's Rocklng·Chair 
Czar." 

I have no copy of the article at hand at present to refer to in detail, 
but it was written after an investigation covering several months in 
Venezuela, followed by a year or more of study of the situation and 
conversations with many men familiar with conditions there, both offi· 
cially and privately. Much of the material in it is a matter of his
torical record. Other information i.s common knowledge in Venezuela 
and neighboring countries. Concerning many personal details about 
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Gomez, I observed them at first hand. For information on the financial 
side of the article I refer you_ to any oil man familiar with the situa
tion who could be prevailed upon to speak frankly. 

• • • • • • • 
I am familiar with the case of your constituent, Mr. Welch, who 

wrote me during the winter of this year. I have been unable to find 
his address so that I might answer him, but I have no doubt of the 
eomplete veracity of his report of mistreatment, which is not an unusual 
case except that its victim is a United States citizen. 

May I add that there are published a num_ber of pamphlets and at 
least one book which attack Gomez and his government with R freedom 
which I did not allow myself in any part of the article in the North 
American Review. The book I refer to is entitled " Gomez, the Shame 
of America," printed in English in Paris. Unfortunately, I have not 
the name of the publisher by me, but it could doubtless be procured 
through the United States Embassy in Paris. I do not, however, rec
ommend the study of this bOok for committee purposes, since it is com
paratively undocumented. · It is an astounding description of political 
torture and restraint under the Gomez r~gime. 

If I were in the United States and could spare the time and expense, 
I should be very glad indeed to go to work with l'OU on this matter, 
although I know that it is charged with dynamite because of the inter
ests of oil and other important financial considerations. I have been 
away from the subject so long that undoubtedly there is nothing very 
helpful about this letter. It may be thai I can give you further infor
mation; and if I can, shall do so. 

I am much interested in your observation concerning that lack of 
protection furnished om· citizens in foreign lands, but I doubt if much 
can be accomplished on that score until there is a Democrat in the 
White House. 

I can not remember what material there might have been in my 
article subject to verification by affidavit. But you can take my word 
for it, the article is mild compared with the state of affairs themselves. 

Sincerely yours, 

Mt·. A. L. KING, 

MORRIS GILBERT. 

LIBERACfON DE VENEZUELA, 
Jun~a S·uprema, June 1, 19:10. 

Care of Hon. A.. H. Gasque, House Office Building, 
Wa-Shington, D. 0. 

DEAB MR. KING: I am very sorry for having not been able to send you 
last night the translation of the Message of the Venezuelan Women to 
the Women of America. But, besides certain difficulties I am finding 
in that work, had a previous engagement yesterday, very important for 
my medical profession, to attend a conference, out of New York, and 
came back home late in the evening. 
· In default of that document am inclosing here the Message of the 
Venezuelan Women to President Hoover, which was brought to this 
country during the intended trip of His · Excellency to Venezuela, by a 
commission of ladies who had to return home on account of their 
arriving here after His Excellency the President had left for South 
America, at the same time that the public opinion had the impression 
that President Hoover had abandoned the plan of including Venezuela in 
his' visit. 

This document was sent to me yesterday, with -the· instructions to 
present it to the subcommittee of Foreign Relations of the Congress of 
the United States in charge of the investigation about the conditions 
in Venezuela under the dicta.torship of Juan Vicente Gomez, with the 
correspondent explanation I am giving you for not having presented it 
in its previous opportunity. It is signed by many very respectable 
ladies, who asked me to pledge myself responsible for their names before 
the Congress, till the moment that there is no more danger of the 
iniquities and vengeance of the tyrant Gomez against the members of 
thejr families, or those of themselves who had to return to Venezuela. 

Therefore, you will please introduce to the Congress, with said 
document, the present letter. 

But, in case the Congress would request the original signatures, these 
ladies have entitled me to present them, and I will have the honor to 
pay my respectful consideration to the honorable members of the sub
committee of Foreign Relations of the Congress of the United States. 

I shall send you to-morrow some other documents about lhe same 
matter. 

Very sincerely yours, 
P. J. JUGO DELGADO. 

rtiESSAGE FROM \ENEZUELAN WOMEN TO HO~. HE:R&ERT HOOVER 

To your great country has already reached the echo of our painful 
outcry, and you and your prominent fellow citizens already know of 
the agony of a people who, deprived of every right and of every liberty, 
perish at the very gates of the counh·y of Washington under the most 
terrible incarnation of brutal force ever known in America. 

The noble people who gained independence and the republican idea 
for a continent, from the Avila to the shores of La Plata, are to-day 
suffering from a rule of blood and infamy. 

- This you. can not fail to know, Mr. Hoover, for the sorrows and 
clamors of Venezuela fill the world. But that which you can not 
imagine, because it exceeds the limits of human cruelty, is the martyr
dom of hundreds of cbildt·en, of young men, and of adolescents taken 
away from the university and from honorable homes to be transported 
like galley slaves to desolate and barren regions where malaria and 
typhoid fever render impossible the continuance of existence. That 
which you can not see is the torturing of those who perish daily in the 
lonely fortresses and prisons so abundant i11. this country, because the 
agony of those unfortunate citizens is breathed forth daily only into 
their dark and unhealthy cells, where they are deprived of all contact 
with manldnd and of all human C()mforts. Frequently the sad news 
of their death does not reach their families until months have elapsed. 

With no liberty, no free press ; without the right of speech, without 
anything; with absolutely none of those mediums which civilization 
grants to the voice of the people, we set before you this protest of a 
martyred people so that through you the whole world may know that, 
notwithstanding their deceitful and lying shouts of progress, this gov
ernment has during 25 years done nothing than exploit for its own 
benefit the riches of the country. Petroleum, which this country pro
duces in immense · quantities, has only served to enrich the incomes of 
our governors. Our plains remain uninhabited and uninhabitable for 
the reason that in a quarter of a century there bas not been initiated 
the smallest campaign against the disastTous scourge of malarial fever. 
Our illiterate lnbarers, stupefied by - their poor existence, continue to 
live in their primitive buts, trying with the greatest difficulty to earn 
their daily bread and knowing no relaxation other than drinking, and no 
prospects other than to be recruited by the government to kill or to be 
killed before they understand the reason of their sacrifice. Our indus
tries have no progress, our mountains and woods are as unexplored as 
before the discovery. The population does not increase and the tre
mendous mortality of infants bas not yet aroused the slightest interest 
on the part of our governors. Worse than all of this is the brutal and 
selfish force which drowns the cries of the conscientious and punishes 
with death the claims brought forth by honest hearts. 

We know that this protest will bring forth persecutions and torture 
upon us as the ship which brings you to our country has left our 
shores ; but it does not matter, _for we have. complied with our duty 
toward our country and our children and we are satisfied with the 
thought that the man who helped Belgium at its moment of trial will 
not forget us when his official duties in the White House place him 
in contact with the government of Gen. Juan Vicente Gomez. We know 
that you will not forget that this Government· carried away, and de· 
prived of life, the innocent children · of the Venezuelan mothers who, 
defenseless and disarmed, come to-day before you to set forth their pro
test. · This protest no diplomacy and no material interests can make 
silent, for it will be backed by the tears of all the mothers ·of the 
world, the tears of your own mother, sir, when the Venezuelan drama is 
fully known. 

WOMEN 011' VENEZUELA. 

Mr. A. L. KING, 

Attorney at ~aw, care Hon. A. L. Gasque; 
Hottse Offi,(;e Building, Washington, D. 0. 

MAY 7, 1930. 

DEAR MR. KING: Whatso-ever may be the case fo1· which you have 
requested from my conscience as a Venezuelan citizen,· my opinion about 
the political situation of my country under the . dicta~orship of Juan 
Vicente Gomez, in connection with a recent resolution of the Congress 
of the United States, I consider that my duty is to stick by the truth 
strictly, not only for the sake of humanity, according with the fact on 
my understanding that you are a professional of justice, who sympathizes 
with the sufferings of my people but also for the respect I render to my 
sentiment of patrio-tism. 

Be.sides that I feel loyally bound to the consequence 'for the reason 
that since the year of 1910 I have contributed with my writings to 
establish a stronghold of- protest aga,inst the inequities and ·crimes com
mitted in Venezuela by the autocrat, Gomez, and bis barbarous accom
plices. 

The civilized world must take notice of the outrages that that brutal 
regime of force inflicts every minute against · freedom and justice, inter
ests and life of the generous and hospitable Venezuelan people, who 
never have submitted, without heroical resistence, to the power of the 
tyrant. 

I regret that the interest" you have in receiving soon my answer, and 
the brevity tho.t circumstances impose on me, do not give me the time to 
comment with the right calm the deep impression that caused in public 
opinion one of the scandalous and shameful attempts of .. t.h:e despot you 
mention in your correspondence. I refer to the illegal imprisonment of 
the students and thousands of prominent citizens, who have been · kept 
for many years in jails mixed up with criminals, or in the forced labor 
of the roads, with irons and chains on their feet, and submitted to 
the torment of whipping, hunger, and thirst and to infamous tortures 
that decency does not permit to express. Many of tbese unfortunates 
have turned insane, others have lost their lives, and all have got infected 



1930 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SEN ATE 12041 
with malaria fever and other epidemics preval'=!nt in those unhealthy 
climes. 

Notwithstn.nding the promptness of my writing I remember a few 
names of the hundreds of these gentlemen who have been in the terrific 
jail " La Rotunda " for years, and are still suffering those awful condi
tions: Dr. R. Irazabel Perez, physician and surgeon; Dr. J. P. Arreaza 
Calatrava, lawyer; Mr. Andres Eloy Blanco, poet and writer; Mr. R. 
Arevalo Gonzliles, writer and journalist (kept in jail for more than 20 
years) ; .Ir. Ram6n Hurtado, journalist; Mr. Joaquin Gabaldon, agri
cultor; Mr. Casimiro Vegas, merchant; Dr. Paez Pumar, lawyer, and 
many others. 

1 am sorry the short time at my disposal don't permit me to mention 
the hundreds of names of the young students, many of them under 15 
years of age. 

Almost all the members of my family have been victims of this appall
ing regime of despotism. Some of them, like Gen. Roman Delgado Chal· 
baud, have been kept for more than 14 years in prison without legal 
cau e, with irons and chains on their feet. 

The Venezuelan people wish only that the civilized countries of the 
world, taking notice of these practices of barbarism, deny their aid 
and support to the criminal dictator, Juan Vicente Gomez. This would 
be enough for our hopes. In such a case Venezuela shall know how to 
recover its liberty. · 

The manifestations of protest held in Caracas against the iniquities 
of the dictatorship have had in consequence the attack by the forces of 
the Government against the unarmed groups of people, resulting in 
bloody confiicts, in which men and women and children have been 
injured and killed in the streets. 

The courts of justice, as the legislative power, and as all the other 
powers established by the constitution, depend exclusively on the will 
of Gomez, because the judges and the members of the congress, like all 
the authorities of the country, are appointed by himself or by his direct 
order. 

It would be impossible to give a proper idea of the sad situation of 
Venezuela in the short space of a letter. 

Sincerely yours, 
P. J. JUGO DELGADo: 

CONDEMNATION OF LANDS AT BONNET CARRE SPILLWAY, LOUIS~NA 

1\Ir. RANSDELL. Mr. President, a misunderstanding has 
recently arisen in connection with the condemnation of land by 
the Federal Government for the construction of a spillway at 
Bonnet Carre, on the Mississippi River, a short distance above 
the city of New Orleans, which I feel should be cleared up for 
the benefit of Congress and the people of the Nation. That mis
understanding grew out of a statemen.t recently issued by Repre
sentative STONE, of Oklal;l.oma, a member of the Flood Control 
Committee of the House, to the effect that he had been informed 
by an official of the Department of Justice over the telephone 
that the property owners of the Bonnet Carre spillway were 
organized to mulct the Government and that serious considera
tion was being given to the suspension of work on the spillway 
until the lands ~ould be acquired at reasonable prices. 

That statement, which was given wide publicity, not only 
caused much indignation in Louisiana .but produced a feeling of 
deep alarm among the citizens of New Orleans and the lower 
valley, who regard the work now being prosecuted at Bonnet 
Carre as· an insurance against the recurrence of the awful catas
trophe of 1927 along the main river below Baton Rouge, when 
floods of great volume swept down upon them. 

Mr. President, I believe that my record in connection with 
legislation affecting that mighty river is sufficiently well known 
to permit me to say that if there was in fact an attempt to hold 
up the Government in its efforts to acquire the necessary lands 
to put thr4algh this program of protection mine would be the 
:first voice ,raised against it. 

If, on the other hand, an attempt is being made by men in 
high station to create a feeling of insecurity, and, in the result
ing hysteria, to force honest men to surrender their property at 
le~s than its fair value under all the rules and conditions that 
prevail when the Government goes into the market for such 
purposes, it would be my duty to defend my constituents and 
friends from the innuendoes and unfair charges that have been 
leveled at them. And in the event of failure so to do I would 
feel recreant to my trust and no longer worthy to represent in 
the Senate of the United States the State of Louisiana and its 
metropolitan city that are so vitally concerned in this matter. 

It is fortunate, Mr. President, that this subject was given a full 
and fair investigation last week by the House Committee on 
Flood Control, at which Representative Sro~~ and an official 
of the Department of Justice participated. The Chief of the 
United States Army Engineers, Gen. Lytle Brown; th_e Army 
engineers in charge of the several districts along the Missis
sippi River; the chief State engineers of Louisiana and Missis
sippi ; the engineers of the various railroad syst~ms in the 
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valley; Mr. James P. Kemper, an eminent civil engineer of New 
Orleans, who was chairman of the board appointed by the Fed
eral court to appraise the values in the Bonnet Carre spillway; 
and other witnesses were heard. 

Unfortunately, those hearings have not yet been printed, but 
in the interest of justice and in order that Congress and the 
country be correctly informed on this highly important subject 
I think that at least the instructions of Federal Juclge Borah 
to the board of appraisers and the report of that board should 
be printed in the RECORD as part of my remarks. 

I believe that no fair-minded person can read them without 
feeling that a great injustice has been done to some of the most 
worthy citizens of my State, :md that the sentiments expressed 
by Congressman Cox, of Georgia, of the Flood Control Com
mittee, at the conclusion of Mr. Kemper's statement will be 
universally approved. 

There is another reason, Mr. President, why I wish to make 
this matter clear. The publicity sent out from Washington 
was calculated to make the people of the Nation believe that a 
conspiracy is on foot to hold up the Government by demanding 
exorbitant prices for the large area of swamp and other lands 
that will be required for all of the proposed spillways, contain
ing in the aggregate several million acres in addition to Bonnet 
Carre. If any such conspiracy w-ere attempted in these areas, 
which have no value except for agriculture, timber, and pos
sibly for minerals, it would mean that the Public Treasury 
might be in danger of being mulcted of many millions of 
dollars. 

But no such conspiracy prevails as to Bonnet Carre or any 
other lands in Louisiana. The Bonnet Carre section has ceased 
to be agricultural and is part of what has recently become one 
of the most active and highly developed industrial regions in 
America. Roughly speaking, the area involved in the Bonnet 
Carre spillway is about a mile wide and about 6 miles long, 
containing from 6,000 to 7,000 acres, connecting the :Mississippi 
River with Lake Pontchartrain. To the north of it, in the city 
of Baton Rouge, the Standard Oil Co. has erected the largest 
oil refinery in the world and made it the home port for it 
immense fleet of ships that bring in crude oil from the foreign 
fields and carry the :finished product to all countries. Just to 
the south of the spillway, practically within a stone's throw of 
it, the Shell Co., a subsidiary of the Standard Oil Co.'s great 
foreign rival, the Royal Dutch Shell 0>., has just erected its 
own colossal refining plant. Most of the other large oil com
panies have erected similar refineries in the same neighborhood, 
nor is the petroleum industry the only one that has settled in 
this stretch because of the unrivaled opportunities it affords 
for ocean, inland water, and rail transportation. In short, that 
narrow strip of land along the Mississippi River between New 
Orleans and Baton Rouge which the Bonnet Carre spillway bi
sects, and which was formerly the sugar bowl of Louisiana, has 
practically ceased to be a cane-producin~ area and within the past 
two decades has developed into one of the most active indus
trial regions in America. It is in the very center of this highly 
desirable industrial area that the Bonnet Carre spillway is 
located, and I ask to insert in the RECORD an extract from the 
instructions of the Federal judge to the appraisal board as to 
the factors that should guide them in making their award. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

The matter referred to is as follows: 
IXSTRUCTIONS OF JUDGE BORAH 

Under the Constitution of the United States, owners who are de
prived of their land or their property by the Government in its exer
cise of the right of eminent domain are entitled to just compensation 
for what is taken from them. The just compensation required by the 
Constitution must be a full and perfect equivalent for the property 
taken. The owner is entitled to receive the value of what he has been 
deprived of and no more. To award him less would be unjust; to award 
him more would be unjust to the public. Obviously the value of prop
erty may be greater or less than the cost, and this is true of contract 
rights and other intangibles as well as of physical things. It is the 
property and not the cost of it that is protected by the fifth amendment. 

In determining the value of land appropriated for public purposes 
the same considerations are to be regarded as in a sale of property 
between private parties. The inquiry in such cases must be, What is 
the property worth in the market, viewed not merely with reference to 
the uses to which it is at the time applied but with reference to the 
uses to which it is plainly adapted; that is to say, what is it worth 
from its availability for valuable uses? Property is not to be deemed 
worthless because the owners allow it to go to waste, or to be regarded 
as valueless because he is unable to put it to any use. Others may 
be able to use it and make it subserve the necessities or convenience of 
life. Its capacity of being made thus available gives it a market value 
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which can be readily estimated, and the compensation to the owner is 
to be e timated by reference to the uses for which the property is suit
able, having regard to the existing business or wants of the community, 
or such as in your judgment may be reasonably expected in the imme
diate future. 

• • • • • 
I charge you that in the event that the entire tract of land of an 

owner is taken the compensation that be should receive is the fair 
market value thereof as of the date of taking. The mat·ket value of 
the property is what it will bring if it is offered for sale by one who 
desires, but is not obliged, to sell it; and is bought by one who is 
under no necessity of having it. In other words, ask yourselves tbis 
question: What would a prudent man needing the land for residence, 
agriculture or industry, or any other purpose pay for it in cash or 
terms equivalent to cash? You should not place a value upon the land 
upon the basis of what one might be willing to buy it on time for specu
lative purposes. 

• • • • • • • 
If you find that timber, crops, buildings, or other improvements are 

owned by parties other than the owners of the fee-simple title to the 
land, it will be necessary for you to arrive at their value apart from 
the value of the land itself so that the proper awards may be made 
to the owners of such property. 

You are instructed, after you have heard the evidence and viewed 
the premises and ascertained the compensation due the owner, to make 
a report of your finding to this court. This report should contain a 
de cription of the land condemned with its acreage, which description 
may be given by reference to some description or map in the record. 
The value of the property actually taken and the damages to other prop
erty should be set out separately. The allowance for damages or bene
fits should be itemized so as to show the subjects or items for which 
allowed. If there is a dispute as to the ownership, you should so report, 
not attempting, however, to pass on the merits of the claims. The 
report in each specific case should be signed by you as commissioners. 

NEw ORLEANS, LA., September 3, 1929. 

WAYNE G. BORAH, 

United St~tes District Judge. 

STATEMENT OF JAMES P. KEMPER 

Mr. RANSDELL. I have here, Mr. Pre ident, a statement 
prepared at my request by Mr. James P. Kemper, civil engineer, 
of New Orleans, who was chairman of the board to whom 
Judge Borah gave the e instructions. I ask that the statement 
may be printed in the RECORD as a part of my remarks. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

The statement referred to is as follows : 
I came to Washington June 9, 1930, because Congressman STONE, of 

Oklahoma, stated that he had been informed by the Department of 
Justice over the telephone that the property owners in the Bonnet Carre 
spillway were organized to rob the Government and that serious con
sideration was being given to the thought of suspending work in the 
spillway until lands could be acquired at reasonable prices. 

As chairman of the appraisal commission that recommended the 
awards upon which this charge was founded, I came to Washington 
and asked to be heard by the Flood Control Committee of the House. 

I read the instructions from the judge to the commissioners to the 
committee and then proceeded to show that under our oaths we were 
obliged to make our awards conform to our instructions. We gave 
consideration to every factor which went to make up values. 

There were two distinct problems. On the river front the lands con
sisted of one big plantation (Diamond), which was bought in 1926 by 
Alfred and George Danziger and J. J. Jacobson, all New Orleans real
estate men, from the Godchaux people, strictly sugar producers. The 
Godchaux sold because the old variety of cane had put all the sugar peo
ple in distress and they needed the money badly. The Danzigers and 
Jacobson bought because they saw a chance to get valuable river front 
industrial property at a price which they considered very cheap ($87 per 
acre for 1,700 acres of open cultivated land and 1,100 acres of wood· 
land in the rear). 

The other properties at the river front were mostly small farms on 
which the owners resided and earned their livelihood. One of them 
was a plantation of 920 acres belonging to 10 direct heirs of their par
ents. They had all been born and reared there, and on the death of 
their parents divided the property into 10 equal tracts on paper, but 
still used it as one plantation. Nine of the heirs lived on the property 
with their families. 

When the Mexican Petroleum Co. came into that territory in 1914 
they bought their site for $43 per acre. The New Orleans Refining Co. 
two years later paid $55, and the industrial price of that land steadily 
rose until the most recent sale about a year ago was $650 per acre for 
30 acres by the Schell Petroleum Co., a little more than a mile from the 
spillway. 

In order that this industrial value should not be considered the 
Army engineers did not have the batture on the river front condemned, 

the purpose being to depreciate the property by holding that the lands 
being condemned had no connection with the river. Our commis ion 
properly added the batture to the properties on the grounds that 
it should not be robbed of the value attributable to the river 
communication. 

The Army engineers did not at first condemn the interior of the flood 
way but only strips 1,600 feet wide along its sides where the guide 
levees are being built and a similar strip fronting on the side of the 
highway away from the river where the spillway it elf is b ing built. 
It was contended that during the construction period tbis interior 
flood way and batture were not needed by the Government, hence it 
was not necessary to condemn them at this time. No consideration 
whatever was given to the fact that the property owners had been 
divested of their homes and barns, their drainage had been intercepted, 
and their property thrown open to the vandalism of hundreds of 
transient workmen and their families. 

It was purely a coercive measure which the commissioners promptly 
disapproved by valuing the interior lands and batture along with the 
other, and under our instructions we assessed damages against them to 
the extent of 80 per cent. Shortly thereafter orders were issued from · 
the War Department to condemn the flood way and the commis ioners 
recommended paying the remaining 20 per cent deducted from the first 
award. The batture lands had not been condemned when last heard 
from there. 

Under their contention that the river-front property was indush·ial
the property owners produced all the industrial sales in that territory 
beginning with the one to the Mexican Petroleum Co. in 1914. 

On the other hand, the Government expert, Mr. Mattingly, selected 
only agricultural sales and refused to consider industrial sales at all. 
After considering all the sales and visiting and closely studying the· 
land and surronndings the commis ioners decided that the lands were 
properly classified as industrial property, which may be continued in 
its use as farming lands until an iudustry wanted it ba<lly enough to 
pay more than its farming value. 

On the lake front the situation was entirely different. The land 
being wooded land too low for natural drainage has no pre ent earn
ing capacity. Its usefulness is entirely in the future, after the com
pletion of the Hammond Highway and after it is drained. Its invest
ment value is there now. This the commissioners put at $130 per acre 
average after giving consideration to every phase of the subject. The 
Government contends it was swamp, fit only to hold up slow-growing 
trees. If such were h·ue, it would be worth not more than $2.50 per 
acre and the Government assigned a value of $20 to it. While Mr. 
Guste paid only $21 per acre for this land, almost immediately after 
his purchase price jumped skyward when it became known that the 
Lake Shore Highway would be built. 

A property immediately above the spilhvay running from the lake 
back for 3 miles sold early in 1926 for $300 per acre. Propertie near 
the Frenier about 2 miles above the spillway sold as high as $600 to 
$700 per acre in 15 or 10 acre units. Below the spillway 3 or 4 miles 
three tracts extending back a half mile from the lake sold for $950 
per acre, and still further toward New Orleans, in Jefferson Parish, 
William Mason Smith paid over a million dollars at ~31 per acr·e for 
a tract extending back more than 3 miles from the lake through the 
marsh. While no such prices could be had to-day, the owners are not 
offering these lands for lower prices, but are waiting until normal 
conditions return. The commis ioners could not wait. They had to 
study their instructions and remember their oaths and render their 
awards in accordance therewith. 

While the 1926 and 1927 prices were evidently too high, it surely 
would not be just to force these lands onto to-day's market. It was 
a case of using one's integrity and judgment. This the commi sioners 
did, and awarded W. J. Guste et al $130 per acre, about 40 per cent 
of what he asked. 

This award was turned down by Judge Borah on the ., ounds that 
erroneous Principles were employed in reaching this value. The com
missioners thought they were right, refused to change their decisiou 
and were relieved of their commissions. 

On the river front the awards given have not yet been confirmed or 
rejected by the judge, except two small tracts which were taken by the 
Gov-ernment at a small percentage (about 4 per cent) less than the 
awards recommended by the commissioners. 

The chief fight is in the lake-front lands. 
J. P. KEMPER. 

Mr. RANSDELL. Mr. President, I think that the Senate 
will be interested in knowing that at the conclu ion of 1\Ir. 
Kemper's rigid examination by the Hou e committee, which 
extended over two days, Repre entative Cox, of Georgia, con
ducted a very searching questioning of him which I ask to 
print in the RECoRD as a part of my remarks. 

Tbe PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection. it is so 
ordered. 

The matter referred to is as_ follows: 
Mr. Cox. Mr. Kemper, I have no disposition to impugn your motives, 

of cour e. I do not intend by innuendo or otherwise to impeach your 
integrity. I have known you for more than two years. You have been 
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a frE:'quent visitor here to Washington and have been with this com
mittee a great deal. I think I have formed a pretty accn.rate estimate 
of your reliability and honesty, and I regard your character as excellent 
and your ability as of very high order. 

Mr. KEM:PER. I certainly appreciate that statement. 
The CHAinliiAN. Now, you want to beware. 
Mr. Cox. I have no animus, and I have no disposition to give impetus 

to this propaganda, if it be propaganda, that is being broadcasted to 
the effect that New Orleans and the people in that area are under
taking to hold up the Government for an unconscionable price for land 
to be taken by the Government for use in this proposed project. I 
take it you are all concerned that fair treatment be accorded both to 
the landowner and to the Government; and it is easy for me to under· 
stand that when you come here with the report showing that you have 
allowed an an•rage of one hunured and thirty some odd dollars per 
acre for land which was appraised for purposes of taxation at $15 per 
acre, the query immediately arises whether you have not overvalued the 
land, and yet I can thoroughly understand that so far as the adjudica
tion of these questions are concerned it is a local issue between the 
parties down there submitting their case to the court. 

* * * • • • * 
Mr. Cox. Let me say to you, Mr. Kemper, and I do not wish to extend 

my examination of you at this time, no matter how great the shock 
to the sense of fair play of the uninformed, it occurs to me that the 
disclosure made in your testimony as to the values of similar property 
shown by evidence adduced before your boa1·d, that if there has been 
a disposition to suspect that the Government was overreached in your 
consideration of these problems, that dissatisfact'\on wih your finding 
and that this complaint against the board should be quieted, and justice 
demands the statement that under the showing made before this com
mittee it can not fairly be said that your award was not representative 
of true or fair value. 

Mr. KEMPER. Judge Cox, we did our best, and we were three honest 
men, and none of us had any interest in it. So that if we have erred 
it has been an error of judgment, and I tried to make that clea.r. 

1\fr. RANSDELL. I may add, Mr. President, that had oppor
tunity been afforded for 1\lr. Benjamin Crump and Mr. William 
T. Coates, the other two members of the commission, to have 
appeared before the committee, they would have undoubtedly 
produced the same impression as Mr. Kemper. These other 
two gentlemen rank high in the busine s and professional life 
of New Orleans, where they live and are known, and I feel 
that I am only rendering them simple justice in view of the 
aspersions cast on their findings in making the facts known to 
the Senate. 

. At this point, Mr. President, I ask to insert in the Rli.lCORD 
as a part of mY remarks, a copy of the minutes of the United 
States district court at New Orleans showing the instructions 
of Judge Borah. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

The matter referred to is as follows : 
JUDGE BORAH'S INSTRUCTIONS 

The following commissioners, James P. Kemper, chair~an, Benjamin 
Crump, jr., and William T. Coats, were appointed by the Hon. Wayne 
G. Borah, judge in and for the eastern district of Louisiana, in the 
proceedings for condemnation of lands in the Bonnet Carre spillway 
area. They. were called to court on Tuesday, September 3, 1929, at 2 
p. m., and received the following instructions: 

Proceedings have already been instituted in this court for the ac
quirement of certain parcels of land which, in the opinion of the ~ec
retary of War and the Chief of Engineers are needed in carrying out 
the Bonnet Carre spillway project. You have in turn been appointed by 
the, court for the purpose of ascertaining the value of the property and 
the compensation to be paid. Yon have been convened this day to re
ceive general instructions from the court which, it is hoped, will facili
tate you in the work which you are now ready to undertake. From the 
very nature of things, the instructions which I shall now give yon will 
be general. It would be quite impossible to deliver at this time instruc
tions so comprehensive in their nature as to meet all future and un
foreseen contingencies; therefore, I say to you at the beginning that I 
shall entertain, upon proper motion, any requests which you may sub
sequently make for additional specific instructions. 

Under the Constitution of the United States, owners who are de
prived of their land or their property by the GoverniDE:'nt in its exercise 
of the right of eminent domain are entitled to just compensation for what 
is taken from them. The just compensation required by the Consti
tution must be a full and perfect equivalent for the property taken . 
The owner is entitled to receive the value of what he has been deprived 
of and no more. To award him less would be unjust; to award him 
more would be unjust to the public. Obviously, the value of property 
may be greater or less than the cost, and this is true of contract rights 
and other intangibles as well as of physical things. It is the property 
and not the cost of it that i~ protected by the fifth amendment, 

In determining the value of land appropriated for public purposes 
the same considerations are to be regarded ·as in a sale of property be
tween private parties. The inquiry in such cases must be, What is the 
property worth in the market, viewed not merely with reference to the 
uses to which it is at the time applied but with reference to the uses to 
which it is plainly adapted; that is to say, wha.t is it worth from its 
availability for valuable uses? Property is not to be deemed worthless 
because the owners allow it to go to waste, or to be regarded as value
less because they are unable to put it to any use. Others may be able to 
use it and make it subserve the necessities or convenience of life. Its 
capacity of being made thus available gives it a market value which can 
be readily estimated and the compensation to the owner is to be esti
mated by reference to the uses for which the property is suitable, having 
regard to the existing business or wants of the community, or such as 
in your judgment may be reasonably expected in the immediate future. 

You should consider any sworn testimony which shows or tends to 
show the value of the lands condemned and damages directly caused 
thereby. The opinion of competent expert witnesses, if tendered by 
either. party, should be heard by yon as to the value of the property 
taken. You are instructed to consider, if and when offered, evidence as 
to the physical characteristics of the land, the crops, timber, buildings 
and improvements thereon, and other factors that tend to show the 
value of the land; the situation of the land, the price for which the 
land was bought, if sufficiently recent to throw light on present values, 
the price at which land of the same value and sufficiently near to in
dicate the value of the tract taken has been sold, and any other bona 
fide valuations placed on the land by the owners or other parties which 
tend to show the fair market value, the use for which the land is 
naturally adapted and for which it is presently available; provided its 
speculative and remote use is not to be considered. You may also 
consider as a circumstance which may or may not indicate value the 
assessments which have been made for taxation purposes. You are not, 
however, to consider the fact that this land has beE:'n chosen as the site 
for the construction of a public improvement as that fact has no rela
tionship to the question of value. 

In arriving at values in damages you are to hear evidence consisting 
of the sworn testimony of witnesses and the exhibits offered in con
nection therewith, and further yon are to go upon the premises and 
inspect the property and yon are in&tructed to consider the testimony 
of the witnesses in connection with what yon see on viewing the prop
erty. When yon go on the premises for a view you should go in a 
body and not separately. You should refrain from discussing the 
question of values and damages with either party or his representatives, 
in the absence of the opposing party or his representatives. 

I charge you that in the event that the entire tract of land of an 
owner is taken the compensation that he should receive is the ·fair 
market value thereof as of the date of taking. The market value of 
the property is what it will bring if it is offered for sale by one who 
desires, but is not obliged, to sell it; and is bought by one who is under 
no necessity of having it. In other words, ask yourselves this ques
tion: What would a prudent man, needing the land for residence, agri
culture, or industry, or any other purpose, pay for it in cash or terms 
equivalent to cash? You should not place a value upon the land upon 
the basis of what one might be willing to buy it on time for speculative 
purposes. 

In the event that a part of a tract of land is taken for public uses, 
the just compensation to which the owner is entitled includes damages, 
if any, to the remainder of the tract resulting from the taking, as well 
as the value of the land taken. You must determine how much less 
the tract is worth with a piece taken out of it and public works erected 
on it. What are the damages to the remainder of the tract by the 
taking of a parcel from it and the construction and the use thereon? 
The damages are such as directly result from the taking and construc
tion and use. Remote and fanciful damages are not allowable and are 
not to be considered by you. 

If you find that the whole or a part of a particular tract of land is 
taken, yon will not consider any damage or injury to the other separate 
and independent tracts belonging to the owner which result from the 
taking and public works. The owner is not entitled to any compensa
tion for such damages as may result to a separate and independent tract. 
You are to determine whether a tract is a separate and independent 
tract or a portion of the tract taken by considering the character and 
purpose of the holding by the owner, the unity of use of the tracts, the 
physical relationship of the tracts, and the nature and type of the land 
in the tracts. In this connection you are instructed in arriving at your 
award to likewise consider any benefits that may result to the re
mainder of owner's tract becallse of the taking and the construction of 
the public works thereon. The Government will be entitled to a set-off 

. for such benefits and yon are to determine what benefits, if any, may 
directly result and set them forth in your report. However, you aPe 
not to consider at this time any damages that may subsequently arise 
from the operation of the spillway when completed, for those damages 
will not be in esse until the spillway is in operation nor are you to 
consider any damages from any taking or construction or use except 
those caused to the tract by the taking of the parcel from it and the 
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construction thereon and the use thereof. In other words, such use 
..and erection of public works as the Government may make of or on 
tracts of other owners al"e not to be considered by you in arriving at 
your award in damages. 

The owners of any easements or rights of way on or across the 
parcels condemned are entitled to the reasonable cost of any necessary 
change of structure and location caused by the taking ·and construction 
on the parcels and the use thereon and, in addition, the cost of any 
safeguards that may be essential for their protection. There should 
be a set-off of any benefits to such owners because of the taking and 
construction and use. 

If you find that timber, crops, buildings, or other improvements are 
owned by parties other than the owners of the fee simple title to the 
land, it will be necessary for you to arrive at th~ir value apart from the 
value of the land itself so that the proper awards may be made to the 
owners of such property. 

You are instructed after you have heal"d the evidence and viewed the 
premises and ascertained the compensation due the owner to make a 
report of your finding to this court. This report should . contain a 
description of the land condemned with its acreage, which description 
may be given by reference to some description or map in the record. 
The value of the property actually taken, and the damages to other 
property should be set out separately. The allowance for damages or 
benefits should be itemized so as to show the subjects or items for which 
allowed. If there is a dispute as to the ownership you should so report, 
not attempting, however, to pass on the merits of the claims. The 
report in each specific case should be signed by you as commissioners. 

NEW ORLEANS, LA., Septem1Jer 8, 1929. 

WAYNE G. BoRAH, 
United States Distt'ict Judge. 

Mr. RANSDELL. Mr. President, while Mr. Kemper testified 
that the board had made a report to Judge Bol'ah, the text was 
not offered at the hearing befo-re the House Committee. In 
answer to members of the committee, however, he explained 
in detail the methods that the board had followed. In part he 
said: 

· Gentlemen, the nature of these river-front lands is that they have 
been cultivated beginning about 200 years ago. There have been people 
living on that river front for nearly 200 years. The depth of those 
farms has been carried gradually back until the rear now of those 
lands which are high enough to be naturally drained average pretty 
neal"ly 2 miles. Of the 7,600 acres in the entire spillway there are 
probably 3,000 acres that are open, cultivated front land, and 4,600 
acres are the low woodlands in the rear, some of which is quite low, 
some of which is -high enough to cultivate i1 cleared, but it is not an 
attractive agricultural propo ition. Consequently, it bas not been 
cleared for cultivation. There are also drainage difficulties that inter
fere with the cleru:ning further back of some of these lands. However, 
there are roughly 3,000 acres of high lands fit for cultivation under 
natural drainage, and, say, 4,600-those are approximately figures-of 
the lowland in the real' which are not fit for cultivation and habitation 
until artificially drained. 

= Now, the spillway takes in a great many owners on the front. All 
told there are about 75 owners of lands within this spillway area, some 
small and some large; and there were about 15 lawyers employed in 
these hearings. When our hearings were opened we were confronted 
with the proposition of condemning a tract about 1,500 feet wide, ex
tending back from the main highway on the front, back 1,500 feet, and 
that was for the spillway structure. We were also asked to condemn a 
tract about 1,600 feet wide, extending from this structure to the lake on 
both sides, above and below. That was the area from which would be 
built the guide levees. This entire interior area here [indicating on 
map] was not to be condemned at that time. The river front from the 
highway to the river was not to be condemned either. · 

Now, then, the landowners immediately clamored for the condemna
tion of the interior lands, or, in the absence of that, they demanded we 
assess damages upon them, because they were unfit for their use in any 
manner, shape, or form. The Government attempted to justify the fact 
that they were still usable and could be used by the owners. But we 
found that an of the improvements---the homes, the barns, and the 
equipment of all of the owners were right on the f1·ont, within the area 
that was being condemned for the spillway structure, and, consequently, 
that it was utterly im~racticable to use those back lands in their condi
tion. This was in conformity with the Government's plan of dividing 
the project into two operations-construction and operation. It was 
evident to anyone who had known anything about farming that these 
people could not under the handicap, with• their homes gone and all of 
their equipment gone, with a gang of workmen working right across the 
front of their tract-there was no practical way that we could see that 
th~se interior lands could be utilized to any advantage. 

The Government strove to show that ramps could be built over these 
levees on both sides, and the men could take their teams in and work 
them and then take them out again. But considering the difficulties 
under which farming is carried on normally it looked utterly imprac-

< ticable to UB. 

The river-front lands, between the highway and the river, the Govern
ment was not condemning those lands. Well, now, the owners claimed 
the values of these lands were industrial, largely so. The chief asset 
to an industrial value of land is the river. Cut them off from the river 
and their industrial value disappears. It is the fact that boats come 
up to the river front of those lands that would give them any industrial 
value whatever, and that was what we were confronted with. 

We just promptly stated that those lands between the road and the 
river should be included at this time in order that their industrial value 
could be effective, because otherwise the landowner would not be getting 
a square deal. 

So in our first award, which was the Kugler properties, we awarded, 
in addition to the value of the lands which they had in the guide levee 
and in the spillway structure-we just put the river fronts back into 
the land in order that it should retain its industrial value, and we also 
assessed damages to the amount of 80 per cent on the interior land. 
After that, the interior land was condemned, but this river-front land 
bas not to this day been condemned, or bad not when I last heard of it 
before leaving New Orleans. 

The question of whether that land belongs to them or not came up. · 
I have had lots of experience on land matters as an engineer, not as a 
lawyer. but I have been in court a great deal and have heard it talked 
a great deal, and I do know that the original ownership of these lands 
was Spanish grants---grants from the Spanish Crown. You see, from 
1762 until 1801 Louisiana belonged to Spain. There was an era prior to 
that when it belonged to France, and then for a very short era it belonged 
to France again before the United States acquired it. So all those 
river-front lands are &Panish grants, extending back 40 arpents, or an 
additional grant of another 40 arpents, making 80 arpents. Forty 
arpents is a few hundred feet less than a. mile and a half. So when a 
man has so many arpents front, and if it is 80 arpents deep, his tract 
is 3 miles deep. 

Those grants extend from the bank of the river, and they say that 
low-water mark is the bank of the river, and it carries on it its servitude 
for a road and levee. That servitude undoubtedly belongs to the Gov
ernment, the right for the road and the levee. But there exists also 
the rights of the owner to reach the river bank, and we could not as ign 
a fair value to that land unless we reinstated those lands and put them 
back. So we put them in in order to give a potential industrial value 
to that land for those people, because we thought otherwise an injustice . 
would be' perpetrated upon them. 

The CHAIR!'.IAN. Now, tell the committee how you al"rived at the value. 
Mr. KEMPER. The value of these lands: The contention of the property 

owners was that the values wer·e industrial and the contention of the 
Government was that the values were agricultural. So we were pre· 
sented with sales, many of them selected by the Government expert, Mr. 
Mattingly, as agricultural sales, and other sale were presented by the 
landowners, most of which-the best of them-are industrial sales. 

I compiled from those sales-Mr. Mattingly presented 10 sales which 
be considered the basis-Mr. Mattingly is the Government expert on 
land-which he considered was a fair basis. Let me see if I can not 
find it [referring to book]. 

Well, now, here is what happened industrially as to those lands, and 
I will read them to you. The Mexican Petroleum Co. in 1914 purchased 
a tract of land of 5,100 feet frontage by 40 arpents depth from the 
river-40 arpents is equal to a mile and a half deep-containing 1,012 
arpents, at a price per acre of $43, and it was 5 miles below the 
spillway. 

The Shell Petroleum Co., which was the New Orleans Petroleum Co. 
formerly, in 1916 purchased a tract with a river frontage of 1,380 by 
40 arpents deep, containing 366 acres, for which they paid $65 an acre, 
and it was 1 mile below the spillway. 

The Island Refining Co. in 1912 purchased 700 acres-! have not the 
exact frontage and depth-at $65 per acre, and it was 1lh miles below 
the spillway. 

The general American Tank Car Co. in 1918 purchased 1,000 feet 
frontage on the river by 60 arpents deep, 292 acres, for $100 an acre, 
and that is 11,-2 miles below the spillway. 

Mr. WHITTINGTON. What year Was that? 
Mr. KEMPFm. That, 1918. 
1\fr. WHITTINGTON. That was during the war. Things were higher 

then. 
1\fr. KEMPER. It was during or before the Wal". I started this in 1914, 

when the first industrial development went into that country, and 
am giving the industrial development consecutively from then to date. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is that the list furnished you by Mr. Mattingly? 
Mr. KEMPER. No, sir; this is a list made from Mt·. Rowan's testimony, 

who testified for the landowners, and this is an industrial list. 
The.,. CRAJRMAN. All right. 
Mr. KEMPER. Lassaigne-Rowan & Smith in 1919 purchased a tract 50 

arpents deep, containing 488 acres, at $115 per acre, and it is 7 miles 
below the spillway. 

The Carson Petroleum Co. in 1921 purchased a tmct fronting 2,000 
feet on the river by 80 a.rpents deep-you are going back 3 miles this 
time-containing 488 acres, for $205 pet• acre, and ·it is 7 miles below 
the spillway. 
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Frank Gendusa in 1921 purchased a tract having a frontage of 192 

feet on the river by 80 arpents deep, containing 67 acres, at $348.83 an 
acre, and it is 5¥.: miles below the spillway. 

The Marland Refining Co. in 1921 bought a tract fronting 1,000 feet 
on the river, running ·back 80 arpents, or 3 miles, containing 229 acres, 
for $190 an acre, and it is 51,4 miles below the spillway. 

The Southern Carbon Co. in 1924 bought a tract fronting 700 feet 
on the river by 12 arpe.nts deep--this is a short tract now, close to the 
river-and this contract contained 38 acres, at $394 an acre, and it is 
G miles below the spillway. 

Rowan & Lassaigne in 1921 bought 3,300 feet frontage on the 
river by 80 arpents deep, containing 834 acres, at $149 an acre, and it 
is 5 miles below the spillway. 

The Illinois Central Railroad 1n 1924 bought a small tract of 4.48 
acres, which is only 1 mile below the spillway, for $1,116 an acre. I 
do not attach any importance to that. They wanted it for a switch 
track. But I just put it in because it was there. 

Alfred Danziger in 1926 bought a tract with 1,920 feet frontage on 
the river by 80 arpents deep, containing 600 acres, !or $183.33 an acre, 
and it is 4lh miles below the spillway. 

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Does that extend from the river to the lake? 
Mr. KEMPER. It extends from the river back whatever depth I give, 

to the maximum I gave. 
Mr. WHITTINGTON. I am sure I understood the depth you gave, and 

what I asked you was if that depth went to the lake. 
Mr. KEMPER. No, sir; the lake is about 6 miles. 
Mr. WHITTINGTON. What I meant to ask you was if this land was 

cleared. 
Mr. KEMPER. Some of it. When you get back 80 arpents you get 

in to the lowlands. It varies. An 80-arpent tract will always go into 
the lowlands some, and a 40-arpent tract might not reach the lowlands. 

Mr. WHITTINGTON. In other words, these lands referred to as indus
trial lands do not extend to the lake front on the east? 

Mr. KEMPER. No, sh·; not to the lake and not more than halfway to 
the lake. 

The CHAIRUAN. I! you will pay attention to me we will get along. 
If you do not care to pay attention to me, I will turn you over to the 
mercy of the committee. 

Mr. KEMPER. The West Court Kalsomine Co. in 1928 purchased 4 
acres at $500 an acre on the Y. & M. V. RaHroad. That was neither on 
the river nor on the lake--! do not mean--

'rhe CHAIRMAN. Go ahead. Never mind what anybody says to you 
on the side. 

Mr. KEMPER. That was a mile and a half below the spillway, and 
they paid $500 an acre for it. 

The last sale of any consequence is that of the New Orleans Refining 
Co. in 1928-wbich is now the Shell Petroleum Co.-who bought a 
tract of 425 feet frontage on the dver, and it was 40 arpents deep
there is an error, because it contains 30.48 acres-at $650 per acre. 
That is the most recent sale made there, and it was a tract which the 
Shell Petroleum Co. wanted, because it was valuably situated. That is 
the industrial value of land. 

The CHAIRMA~. Wait a minute. Is that the list that you used as a 
basis for fixing valuation? 

Mr. KEMPER. Not entirely. 
The CHAIRMAN. What the Government presented? 
Mr. KEMPER. That was, you might say, the industrial list presented 

by the property owners. 
The CHAIRMAN. What list did the Government present? 
Mr. KEMPEn. The Government presented this list: 
" Edward Cambre from George Lassaigne, August 16, 1928, purchased 

a tract of· 40 arpents deep, containing 24.97 acres, for $180 an acre, 
and that wa in the spillway area. That was in 1928, but these others 
are in 1923. 

"Edward Cambre from A. Lassaigne, June 13, 1923, 40 arpents in 
depth, contain 49.89 acres, at $80 an acre, in the spillway. 

" Salvallggio from A. Lassaigne, June 5, 1923, 40 arpents in depth, 
containing 22.06 acres, at $121 an acre, in the spillway. All of these 
are l.n the spillway proper. -

" Edward Cambre from A. Lassaigne, August 9, 1923, 40 arpents in 
depth, containing 24.89 acres, at $117 per acre, in the spillway. 

"F. Simoneaux from A. Lassaigne, August 9, 1923, 40 arpents in 
depth, containing 32.25 acres, at $102 an acre, in the spillway. 

" Leopold LaBranche from A. Lassaigne, July 9, 1925, 40 arpents in 
depth, containing 16.32 acres, at $110, in the spillway. 

"Alcide Bourgeois from Charles Boudreaux, August 19, 1926, 40 
arpents in depth, containing 12.21 acres, at $102 an acre, in the spill· 
way. 

" The Blythe Co. from Alfred Danziger, November 15, 1922, con
taining 193.43 acres, at $142 an acre, 3 miles below the spillway. 

"Walter Hebert from Godchaux Sugars (Inc.), May 17, 1929-
just about the time or just before it was presented to our commission
purchased a tract with 102 feet frontage on the river, 50 arpents in 
depth, containing 40 acres, at $200 an acre, and it is a half mile 
below the spillway. 

" Peter Barreca from Peter Ribardo, purchased August 9, 1929, 20 
arpents in de.pth, containing 18 acres, at $111 an acre, one-half mile 
below the spillway, but it does not come to the river." 

Now, Mr. Mattingly, the expert for the Government presented these 
values of lands which are all agricultural-those are all farm lands, 
all used for farming, and nearly all, you will notice, small tracts. He 
stated his appraisal was made entirely upon the availability for agri
cultural purposes. 

The CHAIRMAN. All right, now. Mr. Kemper, what, if anything else, 
did you consider? Gentlemen on one side stated it was agricultural; 
the others said it was industrial. What else did you consider? 

Mr. KEMPER. Then we went upon the ground and examined it as to 
its facilities, its accessibility. It has the Jefferson Highway on the 
front; it has the Airline Highway, which cuts the distance from New 
Orleans to Baton Rouge down from 105 to 85 miles, running through 
the entire area. It has the Yazoo & Mississippi Valley Railroad run
ning through near the front ; it has the Louisiana & Arkansas running 
through it near the rear ; it ha.s a natural gas line running through it ; 
it has high-pressure power lines running through it. Then these wit
nesses were presented to us showing all of these facts-officials of the 
Illinois Central Railroad, giving their testimony as to its industrial or 
agricultural \'aloe. 

The CHAIRMAN. Then you classified it as industrial property? 
Mr. KEMPER. We decided it was primarily industrial property. 
The CHAmMAN. Now, then, how did you arrive at the specific amounts 

you reported? You found it to be industrial property, as you reported? 
Mr. KEMPER. Well, we did that by putting our heads together, and 

figuring on all these facts pertaining to these values. 
The CHAIRMAN. Did you average those? 
Mr. KEMPER. We averaged them, and we took advantage of the 

proximity as to the time and place, and used our judgment on the 
matter. 

Now, gentlemen, there are limitations to agricultural values-! 
mean as to what a farmer can pay for a piece of land-but there are 
no limitations upon what an industrial company could pay for those 
lands if they needed them bad enough. From the industrial viewpoint, 
we took into consideration the location of these lands, and we put them 
in competition with other similar lands. These are not the only in
dustrial lands there are, but they are splendidly situated relatively 
better than most of them. They are on an extraordinarily good bank. 
The very fact that this was an extraordinarily good bank is what 
made them select it for the spillway, which was very proper to select 
it for the spillway, but the same advantage to the spillway also reacted 
to the property owners, and that is why I stated 1n justice to the 
property owners tbat value must be considered. 

Mr. REID. What did you report-how much did you report? 
Mr. KEMPER. Take the Kugler heirs, for instance, a family of 10, 

920.69 acres, and we awarded them at the rate of $217.74 per acre. 
There are eight of those tracts that have residences upon them. 
There are 10 heirs. Those children were born there. It was their 
parent's sugar plantation, and they all, I think, with but one excep
tion, live there on that property. They all own their homes, and 
some of those improvements are very excellent. They are old family 
residences, splendid houses, and they are out of debt, do not owe a 
cent. They were living there, earning a livelihood on that property, 
just as they had all of their lives, and they are now evicted ; and 
we figured that $217 an acre was not in any wise excessive. It was 
a reasonably fair price. 

And, as against the argument that there was not anybody putting 
industries in there at this time, considered that; but we said they 
can go and live on his farm, as they have done all their lives. It 
you dispossess them, what must they do? They ought to be allowed 
to go and get at least a perfect equivalent of what they have now, 
in their new home; and we figured in order for that to take place 
they would have to have the price we put on it. 

The CHAIRMAN. That is, $217. Give us some of the others. 
Mr. KEMPER. The Diamond plantation, which belongs to Messrs. 

Jacobson and Mr. George and Mr. Alfred Danziger. 
The CHAIRMAN. Where is that located? 
Mr. KEMPER. It is the biggest property on the river front in the 

spillway area. It was a large sugar plantation. It belonged to 
Godchaux, one of the best improved sugar plantations in the country, 
extensively improved as to 'tlrainage and houses. There is a stable 
there, which must have cost at least $12,000 to $15,000 to build. But 
the sugar industry has had terrible backsets, as diseases got into the 
sugarcane. This plantation when I first knew it, in 1911, was yield
ing an avei·age of 20 tons an acre. By 1915 or 1916 they were not 
getting 7 tons to the acre. Now, there is a new sugarcane va~~ty 
which bas been introduced--

The CHAIRMAN. What is the name of that? 
Mr. KEMPER. P. 0. G. The new variety of cane had not come lnto 

existence, and the Godchaux, the biggest sugar people in Louisiana, 
were like all other sugar people, getting rapidly into a bad way. and 
they put this plantation up for sale--and they are sugar people, first, 
last, and always; and Mr. Danzig('r and :Yr. Jacobson bought it for 
$237,500 cash. That was in Apri\, 1926. 
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The CHAIRMAN. How much an acre would that be? 
Mr. KEMPER. That was about $87, I think, offhand, an .J}cre. That, 

as I say, was April, 1926. 
Here is the situation : The Godcbaux showed very plainly to us 

it was more or less of a distressed_sale upon the part of Godcbaux, 
and it was agricultural. But the Danziger and Jacobsons were none 
of them farmers, and they proved that the next year by trying to 
grow some rice and lost some money. All of that came out in the 
testimony, I am not divulging any secrets. 

What I want to impress upon you is tills: It has been argued that 
that sale was eloquent of value. The commission did not consider that 
sale eloquent of value, because they figured that the Godchaux bad 
to divest themselves of it, and that Danziger and Jacobson bought it 
because they expected to make money out ~f it. They certainly would 
not have bought it for a sugar plantation if they expected to make 
money out of it. 

The spillway takes all of their rear property and much of their 
unimproved property, of their front property, but it leaves outside 
of the spillway practically all of the buildings, barns, etc., that went 
to the cultivation of 1,700 acres of land. Now, they have 422 acres 
of land with the improvements that are nece:ssary for 1,700 acres of 
land. 

We assigned to Yr. Danziger's property-we did not see how we could 
make fish of one and tlesb of the other-we tried to get a stable price 
of all of these front lands as nearly as we could-we assigned as nearly 
as possible the same value. We put a value of $175 on this land with
out the improvements, and the improvements on the land were very 
trivial, for which we only gave them $5,000, but we did give them 
damage for this other property, and those big buildings which were 
there for the purpose of farming 1,700 acres of agricultural front lands. 
There were 2,800 acres·in the place, but there are 1,700 being cultivated 
in sugarcane. We damaged those buildings, which we figured were made 
entirely worthless. Let me find it so I can read it to you [referring 
to book]. We damaged these properties outside of the area $10,950. 
We did not damage any of these buildings along the front, which we 
thought they could go on-right now they are renting some of these 
lands to spillway people---<Jf course, that will last a year more, and 
then it will cease. But with . the development of that country we 
thought a good deal of that property they could continue to rent if 
they did not need tho excess over what was necessary to cultivate 422 
acres. We thought we would not damage them any more than we 
thought was fair and just, and we limited the damages to those build· 
ings which were made useless when taking all of this agricultural prop· 
erty away and putting it in the spillway. 

We awarded them $367,292.25, and we left 422 acres of land. · That 
is in the same proportion, as nearly as we could divide it, with what 
the -other people got for the same class of land on the front. 

For the back land behind the air-line highway we assigned a value 
of $100 an acre. That seems to be the bone of contention-whether 
this land on the rear of the highlands is worth $100 an acre. We took 
the viewpoint that it classes up higher than Mr. Guste's does. But, of 
course, we based Mr. Guste's land on lake-shore values. 

Considerable of this land is now habitable, and will be used, or could 
be used, I mean, without artificial drainage. But that entire tract in 
the rea.r can be drained by private plant economically, just as soon as 
there is sufficient demand on these front lands to warrant. 

If there are industries installed on this place, the people who work 
in those industries will have to have homes, and we thought that back 
land was worth a hundred dollars an acre and that the front land was 
worth $175 an acre. There were very little improvements. We esti· 
mated them at $5,355 actual improvements and $10,950 damages, or a 
total of $16,305 for all the improvements on the Danziger property. 

The CHAIRMAN. Could you give us the total amount? 
Mr. KEMPER. For Danziger? 
The CHAIRMAN. Yes. 
Mr. K.m.llPEll. $367,292.25. 
The CHAIBMAN. That includes buildings, damages, and everything? 
Mr. KEMPER That includes everything that we awarded them. 
Mr. KOPP. How much was that above what they paid a short time 

ago? 
Mr. KEUPER. They paid in April, 1926, $237,500. 
The CHAIRMAN. You have given us the lake and the river. Is there 

any other gpecimen property? • 
M.r. KEMPER. Well, now, there is one other class of property, and that 

is a small area where the guide levee of the spillway cuts across the 
rears of some small properties. 

The CHAIRMAN. Give us some samples of that. 
Mr. KEMPER. Take the Jack Mule property. On this land we en

countered a condition tbat was different from the others. The lower 
guide levee of the spillway area intercepted all the drainage on the 
remaining portion of the Diamond plantation and all of these small 
properties. All of their canals lead back into the spillway area. When 
this lower guide levee was put along here [indicating on map], or 
as they begun to work on it, they filled .up all these ditches, par
ticularly one large ditch at the lower boundary of the Diamond planta-

tion, and the effect 'Of that was there came a · big rain and the flood 
waters from the front ran down across the rear of these properties 
and damaged some of the crops which they had. The problem of 
settling crop damages is not an easy one. We did not gi>e them 
anywhere near what they claim, but we did give them some crop 
damage, because the fact was perfectly plain that their drainage bad 
been deliberately stopped. Now, upon discovering it, however, the 
Government put a dredge in there and cut a caual, which has cured 
that for the future, but the damage to some of their crops was there, 
and we assigned them a small value for crops. 

The CHAIRMAN. What is the acreage involved! 
Mr. KEMPER. That is very small; all of it is only $11,000. But the 

acreages are small tracts, which we granted for the land $150 an 
acre. It was objected that these lands were in on the rear of that 
property, but they front right on tile new air-line highway, which · 
passes right along them, and they were high and fit to be inhabited, 
fronting on that highway, and we figured $150 an acre was in line 
with the others, whereas one of those tracts extending to the river 
front was sold for $200 an acre just recently. 

The CHArn.MA.N. Was there any complaint about that? 
Mr. JumPER. Yes; applying to all our awards. They complained 

as to the award being too high and they complained also as to our 
giving them something for wood on the wooded portion of their land. 
We gave $150 an acre for their front land; we gave $100 an acre for 
their woodland, and we allowed them 6 cords of wood per acre on that · 
woodland, at $3 a cord. They bowed that every summer there was a 
good demand for cordwood, and that during the summer months they 
would go in there and cut the wood and haul it out and sell it at 
$5 a cord, at a cost of ·about $1.50 a cord. We bad a timber estimate 
on it, but I could not see any value for commercial log timber. So we 
put that timber into cordwood and allowed them $3 a cord at 6 cords 
an acre, or $18 an acre for that cordwood on that property. That was 
also objected to. The total awards, as I say, for all the property was 
only $11,745. 

The CHAII!.MAN. Was there any other class of property? 
Mr. KEUPER. I think that covers it. 
There is another problem which I · would like to call your attention 

to, and that is at the upper line of the spillway there is one tract 
which belonged to Sebastian Vlvano and Charles Calcagno, Italians. 
The Government has taken their front lands, about 12 arpent d<'ep, 
but they have not taken any o.f !heir rear lands. But the upper 
guide levee of the spillway impounds all of the drainage, not only 
of their lands but the large areas of other people's lands who are not 
considered in this spillway, and this upper guide levee, extending from the 
Mississippi Rivre clear to the lake, impound~> drainage which we estimated · 
at about 10,000 acres of land, which natural drainage is diagonally 
across this spillway, and now this area has to fill up until the water 
can tlow over the backs of the ridges of the adjacent land and finds 
its way to the lake. Much of that land is going to be damaged as 
soon as the rainy season sets in, and Calcagno and Vivano are now 
damaged, but under our instructions they told us that the damage must 
be a part of the same land. 

Now, the guide levee which damages Vivano and Calcagno's land 
happens to be the adjacent owner's land, we did not know what to do 
with it. So we made a statement of the case, and put it up to the 
judge. But about that time we lost our jobs. [Laughter.] 

The CHAIRMAN. That in . a general way is the method by which you 
handled these valuations? 

Mr. KEMPER. The valuation of the front lands. 
Mr. GREGORY. I want yon to tell me the distance o! the proposed spill

way from the city of New Orleans. 
M.r. KE~IPER. Along the Jefferson Highway, which follows the meander- . 

ings of the river front 22 miles. It has three distances, Mr. GREGORY. 
Along the air-line highway, which is the new road being built from New 
Orleans to Baton Rouge, it is 17lh miles; along the Lake Shore-Ham
mond Highway, which is being built from New Orleans along the Jake 
shore north, it is 15~ miles; that is, from the city limits of New Or
leans. 

Mr. GREGORY. The Lake Shore-Hammond Highway is practically a di
rect line from the northwest corner of the city of New Orleans to this 
land you have been discussing? 

Mr. KEMPE:a. Yes, sir; right along the lake front. 
Mr. GREGORY. That is 151,4 miles from the outskirts of the city? 
Mr. KEMPER. From West End. If you have ever been there, West 

End is a park, where you reach the lake, you understand, from the city. 

• * • * * * • 
Mr. GREGORY. You decided on values from an industrial standpoint? 
Mr. KEMPER. On the river front; not on the lake front. They are 

supposed to be rural homes. The lake-front land is not industrial. 
The river-front land bas industrial value, but industries require people 
to work, and those people must have places to live. They have to have 
their homes in order to carry on the industry, and they spread out 
wherever they want to go. 

Mr. GREGORY. What is the first development on this Hammond High
way you have been talking about? 
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1\Ir. KEllPER. On the lake front, the Lake Shore-Hammond Highway, 

it is graded throughout Jefferson Parish. They are now building bridges 
on it. 

l\Ir. GREGORY. Who is building them? 
Mt·. KEMPER. The State is building them. 
Mr. GREGORY. IIave contracts been let for the final completion of the 

road? 
Mr. KEMPER. No ; not for the final completion of the road, but they 

are building bridges on it. The contract was recently let for building 
bridges. 

Mr. GREGORY. Is this an arterial highway, or does it just go out where 
this land is highly developed? 

Mr. KEuPER. Ob, no ; it is a through highway into the North, and It 
is the shortest route out of New Orleans to the North. It is going to be 
the highway practically all travel is over. You will go to Baton Rouge 
over that highway, and if you want to go up along the Illinois Central 
to the north it is 12 miles shorter than the present road. That is no 
local affair; that is a through road to get out of New Orleans into the 
world. It i going to be by fm· the most used road of all. 

Mr. GREGORY .• ·one of this land which is in this spillway, you think, 
is suitable for agricultural purposes, where it could be properly handled? 

Mr. KEllPER. Well, I said under present conditions of agriculture, 
and with a much land naturally drained, not cultivated at this time, I 
certainly would not consider it a good business proposition to artificially 
drain that land for agricultural purposes. 

Mr. GREGORY. If you spend the money that you say will be necessary 
in order to use it for industrial purposes, it would likewise be good for 
agriculture? 

Mr. KEMPER. ~ot industrially; for rural homes on the lake front. 
We had never said anything about industrial values on the lake front. 
The industrial values are on the river-front land. Now, it is a fact, 
when this will all have been drained and the roads will communicate 
through from the rinr to the lake, people can go from one to the other, 
and they will spread out and some will inhabit the interior land from 
th~ lake. A poor man wlll buy a cheap lot and be will move into the 
poorer part. That is the supposition upon which the developers worked. 

Understand, too, we did not consider subdivision values. All we con
sidered was that there is the land that is available for subdivision pur
poses, but the prices w~ put on it were in no way commensurate with 
subdivision prices. 

1\fr. RANSDELL. 1\fr. President, these excerpts from the tes
timony of Mr. Kemper indicate clearly the system followed by 
the commissioners ; and as indicated at the beginning of my 
remarks, I feel they can not fail to make a strong appeal to 
everrone who examines the matter with an open and unpreju
diced mind. 

RADIO AD]}RESS BY SENATOR ROBINSON OF INDIA "A ON LONDON NAVAL 
TREATY 

Mr. ODDIE. Mr. President, I offer for the RECORD a very 
able address delivered over the radio on June 27 by the junior 
Senator f1·om Indiana [Mr. RoBINSON] on the London naval 
treaty. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, the ad
dres. · will be printed in the RECORD. 

The address is as follows : 
In the few minutes at my disposal I can touch briefly on only a few 

points of the London naval treaty. 
As a result of the Washington conference in 1921-22 the 5-5--3 

ratio was established for the United States, Great Britain, and Japan. 
That is, five each for the United States and Great Britain and three for 
Japan. 

While this ratio was to apply only to capital ships-that is, battle
ships and battle cruisers--and aircraft carriers, the same figures were 
accepted in principle for other categories by the high contracting parties. 

As a consideration for the acceptance by Japan of this ratio, the 
United States agreed not to fortify the few bases we have in the 
Philippines and the far Pacific. 

It was also provided by the Washington conference that each country 
could build as many cruisers as desired, provided they were not greater 
than 10,000 tons, carrying guns of no larger caliber than 8 inches. 

It was provided also that in case of necessity each country would be 
free to convert merchant ships into auxiliary cruisers and arm them, 
provided the guns were of no larger caliber than 6 inches. 

In the spirit of economy and real limitation after the Washington 
conference the United States practically refrained from building in any 
category, while Great Britain and Japan immediately embarked on ambi
tious cruiser-building programs. 

In 1027 the Geneva conference was called and American delegates 
met with those from Great Britain and Japan in an endeavor to reach 
a 3-power agreement on naval limitation. 

At that conference the big problem was cruisers. Let it be under
stood that Great Britain has naval bases strategically located all over 
tbe world. Her war craft can easily safeguard her ocean-borne com
merce on every trade route under the sun, with the comforting knowl-

edge that sheltering havens, where they can refuel and make needed 
repairs, are ever near by. 

Because of this fact she needs as many units as she can get and a 
comparative small unit carrying 6-incb guns, with narrow cruising 
radius, answers her requirements admirably. 

With us, however, it is quite different. While our ocean-borne com
merce is as large as that of Britain-and may soon be much 
greater-we have practically no llilval bases worthy of the name, and 
those we do have in the far Pacific are unfortified in accordance with 
the terms of the Washington treaty. 

Because of this fact we require cruisers of the largest possible ton
nage, carrying the heaviest armament permissible, and with the widest 
possible cruising radius. 

Otherwise we could not protect our ocean trade, and in case of hos
tilities our commerce would quickly be driven from the seas. 

Accordingly we contended at Geneva that each nation should be 
permitted to build the kind of cruisers it needed, provided they were 
not larger than 10,000 tons, carrying guns of no larger caliber than 
8 inches, as provided by the Washington treaty. 

We proposed that the 5-5-3 ratio should be observed. We were 
willing to accept 339,000 gro s tons, for instance; allow Great Britain 
the same tonnage and Japan three-fifths of this figure, or 203,400. But 
within this tonnage each nation should be permitted to build the type 
of cruiser suitable to its requirements. 

Great Britain insisted that she preferred a large numbet• of the 
smaller cruisers, and though we were thoroughly willing to let her 
build the kind she wanted, she insisted on our building not the type 
our needs demanded but the kind she prescribed for us. 

Because of her insistence in this regard the conference failed and 
our delegates came home. It was evidently feared by President Coolidge 
and the American delegation that an agreement such as Great Britain 
demanded would gravely jeopardize our national safety and security. 

Three years later the London conference took place and the American 
delegation deliberately acquiesced in the British demands, even though 
it meant definite abandonment of our historic policy. 

Our building program has called for a minimum of twenty-tbt·ee 
8-inch-gun cruisers, but before the London conference the Navy Gen
eral Board (composed of the best-informed experts on this question) 
stated 21 such cruisers represented the absolutely irreducible minimum 
we should have for American security. 

Notwithstanding this ultimatum of safety requirement our delegation 
agreed to cut the number to 18, building up the balance of our tonnage 
in 6-inch-gun ships, for which we have no need, and which some of 
the best experts of the Navy advise us not to construct, even though 
permitted to do so under the treaty. 

And we are still further handicapped by the provision in article 18, 
which forbids us to have more than sixteen 8-incb-gun ships during 
the life of the treaty. This, notwithstanding the fact that Great 
Britain now has 15 such cruisel's, will have 19 during 1931, 1932, and 
1933, 18 throughout 1934, and 17 during 1935. 

The agreement expressly forbids us from completing the last two such 
cruisers allotted us during the life of the treaty, and since another 
conference is scheduled for 1935, when other and possibly more stringent 
conditions may be imposed upon us, we are entirely pt·evented from 
achieving parity or anything approaching it, during the life of the 
treaty we are now asked to ratify, while to gratify the whim of GL·eat 
Britain we have agreed to build a type of cruiser for which we have no 
naval use. 

As for Japan,- we have granted her a raise in ratio to 5-5-3% ilf 
cruisers and 5-5-5 in submarines, though we have received absolutely 
nothing in return, and out· possessions in the far Pacific must tilf 
remain unfortified. 

Friends of the treaty have suggested that 6-inch-gun cruisers could 
be used in fleet action, and it is doubtless tme that a few, a very few, 
such ships might be utilized in the e>ent two hostile armadas came 
together. But while even in such cases most experts agree the 8-inch
gun ships would be more effective, let it not be forgotten that fleet 
actions are very rare and such a conflict might well never take place 
throughout the duration of a wat·. 

The chief purpose of a navy is to protect ocean-borne commerce. In 
time of wa.r our merchant marine must be convoyed and guarded by ships 
from the Navy and our war craft must cruise widely to drive the enemy's 
commerce from the sea. This work is done largely by detached naval 
units. In this connection, Admiral Jones, than whom none is better 
qualified to speak, before the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations tes
tified as follows : 

" In all these studies of what must be done, sir, I think that you 
must take your . vision beyond the farthest range of the battleship guns. 
We must consider those distant horizons over the seven seas in which 
we will be called upon to operate for the protection of our lines of com
mercial communication, many of them vital to our economic life and 
practically to our physical life. In all of those lines over all of those 
seas many of those operations must be carried on within easy radius 
or bases that do not belong to us." 

And, again, tbe same authority : 
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" Our units must go out from the hom~ base or from Hawaii to these 

distant areas and return there. There is nothing belonging tQ us in 
the areas to which we can go, and I believe firmly that for our purpose 
we need units which have not only long radius of action to ta.ke them 
out and bring them back, but we need units with the greatest power 
of survival, which means offensive power to keep other units away and 
as much defensive power as we can put in them, and I believe firmly 
that the combination of those characteristics is found in the 8-inch-gun 
cruisers in much greater degree than it can be found in a 6-inch-gun 
unit.'' 

* • • • • • * 
"We must carry on much of our operation in unit operations, and 

particularly when we are convoying. The escort of a convoy can not 
run. She bas got to fight, whatever she is, and let her vessels that 
she is convoying run ; but she can not run. She must stay and fight 
to keep the enemy from taking ships of the convoy." 

But Great Britain at the conference insisted on dictating the type of 
cruisers we should build, and, rather than come home without a treaty, 
our delegates accepted her terms. We would have been far better off 
had no treaty whatever been signed. 

In standing steadfastly at Geneva for the American policy of freedo~ 
in 8-inch-gun cruiser construction, Hon. Hugh Gibson, head of the 
American delegation, made the following observation : 

" While we are asked to limit strictly the number of cruisers on which 
8-incb guns may be mounted and eventually to abandon that gun alto
gether in favor of the 6-inch gun, we are compelled to consider the 
effect of such a limitation upon our situation in view of the fact that 
the British Government has at its disposal approximately 888,000 tons 
of fast merchant ships capable of being readily converted into cruisers 
and armed with many 6-inch guns, as contemplated by the Washington 
treaty. We, on the other hand, have only 188,000 tons of such ships. 
As was so ably brought out by Lord Jellicoe, converted merchant ships 
played a great part in the late war." 

It will be seen from the above that when the enormous preponderance 
of Great Britain in merchant tonnage and naval bases is considered the 
London treaty gives us nothing approaching parity, and we are even 
prevented from building the type of ships our requirements demand. 

There are many other incongruities and inequalities in the treaty 
which I have not had time to discUBs in this brief period. But enough 
has appeared in what bas been said, I trust, to convince even the most 
skeptical that the treaty is bad for us. 

Indeed, I firmly believe its acceptance would very gravely imperil the 
safety and security of the United States, and it is therefore devoutly 
to be hoped that it will never be ratified by the Senate. 

We do not seek war with any power; we desire only peace with all 
the world. But we have grave responsibilities resting on our shoulders, 
and if attacked we must be ever prepared to defend our heritage. 

THE CALENDAR 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The morning business is 
closed. The calendar under Rule VIII is in order. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, I am advised by the clerks that 
we stopped with Order of Business 1142 when the calendar was 
coneidered the last time. I ask unanimous consent to begin 
to-day with Order of Business 1143. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection? Tbe 
Chair hears none. 

DELA W ABE & HUDSON CO. 

The bill (H. R. 1159) for the relief of the Delaware & Hudson 
Co., of New York City, was read, considered, ordered to a third 
reading, read the third time, and passed. 

JOHN MAGEEl 

The bill (H. R. 6642) for the relief of John Magee was read, 
considered, ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and 
passed. 

GILBERT GROCERY CO. 

The bill (H. R. 6113) for the relief of Gilbert Grocery Co., 
Lynchburg, Va., was read, considered, ordered to a third read
ing, read the third time, and passed. 

P.M. NIGRO 

The bill (H. R. 6694) for the relief of P. M. Nigro was read, 
considered, ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and 
passed. 

MATTHEW EDWARD MURPHY 

The bill (H. R. 576) for the relief of Matthew Edward 
Murphy was read, considered, ordered to a tbird reading, read 
th~ tbird time, and passed. 

LOUIS \EBEL & SON 

The bill (H. R. 3960) for the relief of Louis Nebel & Son was 
read, considered, ordered to a third reading, read the third time, 
and "Passed. 

"J. T. 1JONNEB 

The bill (H. R. 8438) for tbe relief of J. T. Bonner was read · 
considered, ordered to a · third reading, read tbe third time: 
and passed. 

SAMUEL S. MICHAELSON 

The bill (H. R.10317) for the relief of Samuel S. Michaelson 
was read, considered, ordered to a third reading read the third --
time, and passed. ' 

FRANK M. QROVER 

The bill (H. R. 10532) for the relief of Frank M. Grover was 
read, considered, ordered to a tbird reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

JERRY ESPOSITO 

The bill (H. R. 11608) for tbe relief of Jerry Esposito was 
read, considered, ordered to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

DAISY 0. DAVIS 

The Senate proceeded to consider the bill ( S. 182) for the 
relief .of Daisy 0. Davis, which had been reported from tbe 
Committee on Claims with an amendment to strike out all after 
the enacting clause and insert : 

That sections 17 and 20 ot the act entitled "An act to provide com
pensation for employees of the United States suffering injuries while in 
the performance of their duties, and for other purposes," approved 
September 7, 1916, as amended, are hereby waived in favor of Daisy 0. 
Davis, a former employee in the Treasury Department. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading read 

the third time, and passed. . ' 
DAVID M'D. SHEARER 

Tbe Senate proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 1825) for the 
relief of David McD. Sbearer, which had been reported from tile 
Committee on Claims with an amendment, on page 2 line 17 
after the words " in charge of:' to strike out " will " a~d insert 
"willow," so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, eto., · That th_e claim of David McD. Shearer for com· 
pensation for the use by the Government of the United States of certain 
inventions relating to reinforced-concrete revetment and construction 
and laying of same, made by said David McD. Shearer, and for which 
Letters Patent of the United States, Nos. 1173879, 1173880, and 1229152 
were issued to him, be, and the same is hereby, referred to the Court of 
Claims, which court is hereby vested with jurisdiction in the premises, 
and wh9se duty it shall be to hear and determine any statute limiting 
the time within which such an action may be brought to the contrary 
notwithstanding, first, whether the said David McD. Shearer was the 
first, original, and sole inventor of the inventions described in said 
letters patent or any of them; and if said ceurt shall find that be was 
such first, original, and sole inventor of any of the same, then to deter
mine, second, what amount of compensation, if any, be is justly entitled 
to receive from the United States for the use of his said inventions or 
any of them, since the date of said letters patent, up to the time of 
adjudication. In determining whether or not said David McD. Shearer 
is entitled to compensation and the amount of compensation, if any, 
for the use of said inventions the court shall take into consideration if 
and so far as the facts may warrant, the facts, if proved, that while 
said David McD. S~ea.rer was engaged in perfecting the invention be 
was in the service of the United States as a junior engineer superin
tendent in charge ot willow bank revetment construction under the Mis
sissippi River Commission, and whether and, if at all, to what extent 
said inventions or any of them were discovered or developed during the 
working hours of his Government service, and to what extent his said 
inventions for protection of river channels and banks differ from the 
methods previously used, in material, method of laying, permanency, 
and value, and, whether, if.at all, to what extent the expense of making 
experiments, trials, and tests for the purpose of perfecting said Inven
tions was paid by the United States, and If any such expense was in
curred by the United States, whether and, if at all, to what extent the 
United States received compensation tor such expense. 

Either party may appeal to the Supreme Court of the United States 
upon any such question where appeals now lie in other cases, arising 
during the progress of the bearing of said claim, and from any judg
ment in said case, at any time within 90 days after the rendition 
thereof; and any judgment rendered in favor of the claimant shall be 
paid in the same manner as other judgments of said Court of Claims. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The amendment was ordered to be engrossed and the bill to be 

read a third time. 
The bill was read the third time and passed. 

W. F. NASH 

The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 3159) for the 
relief of W. F. Nash, which had been repor ted from the Com-
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mittee on Claims with an amendment, on page 1, line 6, after 
the words " sum of," to strike out " $1,212.66 " and insert 
" $897.40," so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to pay, out of any money in the Treasury 
not otherwise appropriated, to W. F. Nash, of San Pedro, Calif., the 
sum of $897.40, in full settlement of all claims against the United States 
for damages resulting to his home caused by heavy gun firing at Fort 
:McA1·thur, San Pedro, Calif., on October 5, 1928. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The amendment was ordered to be engrossed and the bill to be 

read a third time. 
The bill was read the third time and passed. 

BABZILLA WILLIAM BRAMBLE 

The bill (H. R. 573) for the relief of Barzilla William Bram
ble was read, considered, ordered to a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed. 

MAJ. BENJAMIN L. JACOBSON 

The bill (H. R. 4110) to credit the accounts of 1\Iaj. Benjamin 
L. Jacobson, Finance Department, United States Army, was 
read, considered, ordered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 

J. W. NIX 

The bill (H. R. 7445) for the relief of J. W. Nix was read, 
considered, ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and 
passed. 

RALPH RHEES 

The bill (H. R. 8612) for the relief of Ralph Rhees was read, 
considered, ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and 
passed. 

HENRY A. KNOTT & CO. 

The bill (H. R. 9279) for relief of Henry A. Knott & Co. 
was read, considered, ordered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 

CHANGE OF NAME OF PORTO RICO 

The joint resolution (S. J. Res. 193) to change th~ name of 
the island of Porto Rico to " Puerto Rico " was announced a.s 

• next in order. 
Mr. GEORGE. Let that go over. 
Mr. 'VALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, I should like 

to inquire-- . 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Objection is made, and the 

joint resolution will be passed over. 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I desire to inquire who peti

tionE>d that this change of name be made. 
Mr. BINGHAM. The petition was made by a unanimous 

resolution of the Porto Rican Legislature. May I ask who 
objected? 

Mr. GEORGE. I objected, Mr. President. 
Mr. BINGHAM. Will the Senator withhold the objection? 
Mr. GEORGE. I withhold it. 
Mr. BINGHAM. I merely desire to say that the island of 

Porto Rico was known for centuries by its Spanish name of 
"Puerto Rico." When we took it over and annexed it, we 
arbitrarily changed the spelling to the English spelling, "Porto 
Rico," and thereby offended the sensibilities of people who have 
lived in the island for many generations. 

The Legislature of Porto Rico, by unanimous vote, have peti
tioned us to permit them to go back to the original name of the 
island. Since it is a matter which concerns them rather than 
us, and it came from their legislature by unanimous vote of all 
parties, I hope the Senator will withdraw his objection. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I have no particular objection. 
I can see no particular use of it. As long as we are going to 
keep the island under our jurisdiction, it seems to me we might 
as well keep the spelling; but I will not insist on any objection 
to the consideration of the joint resolution. 

Mr. BINGHAM. Due to the fact that we arbitrarily changed 
the spelling to its English form rather than the form used by 
all the people in the island, I thank the Senator for withdrawing 
his objection. 

The Senate proceeded to consider the joint resolution, which 
was read, as follows: 

Whereas in accordance with all historical data relative to the dis
covery and colonization of the island known as "Porto Rico," the 
original name given thereto by its discoverer, and consecrated in the 
royal orders of the colonizing nation, was Isla de San Juan; and 

Whereas the first city founded on Porto Rican soil, and denominated 
Villa de Caparra, was given the name of Ciudad de Puertorrico; 

Whereas subsequently, and by virtue of the transfer of the old Ciudad 
de Puertorrico to the site now occupied by the capital city, the afore-

said names of San Juan and Puertorrico became the exclusive patrimony 
of such city and island, respectively ; and 

Whereas the history and traditions of the people have since then 
sustained and consecrated the name of Puerto Rico, given to such 
island as its sole name ; and 

Whereas immediately following the change of sovereignty which took 
place in the island the Congress, without justi,fying reasons, officially 
gave the island the name of "Porto Rico""; and 
~ereas the aforesaid name of " Porto Rico " is an impure idiomatic 

compound partly formed of the word " porto," which, although of Latin 
origin, has not yet been adopted into the language of the island, but iS 
here used illegitimately as a substitute for the word "puerto," gen
uinely Spanish, although no license, reasons of diction, or advantages 
of euphony exist to warrant such substitution ; and 

Whereas there are no reasons either in the history, the language, or 
the traditions of the people of the island which support the use of the 
term " porto " as a part of the name of the island : Therefore be it 

Resolved, etc., Thnt from and after the passage of this resolution 'the 
island designated "Porto Rico" in the act entitled "An act to provide 
a civil government for Porto Rico, and for other purposes," approved 
March 2, 1917, as amended, shall be known and designated as " Puerto 
Rico.' All laws, regulations, and public documents and records of the 
United States in which such island is designated or referred to under the 
name of "Porto Rico " shall be held to refer to such island under and 
by the name of "Puerto Rico." 

The joint resolution was ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading, read the third time, and passed. 

The preamble was agreed to. 
TENNESSEE RIVER BRIDGE, KNOXVILLE, TENN. 

The bill (H. R. 12554) to extend the times for commencing 
and completing the construction of a bridge across the Tennessee 
River at or near Knoxville, Tenn., was read, considered, ordered 
to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

WATER SUPPLY OF NAPA, CALIF. 

The bill (H. R. 5292) to authorize the city of Napa, Calif., to 
purchase certain public lands for the protection of its water 
supply was read, considered, ordered to a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed. 

ADDITION TO LASSEN VOLCANIC NATIONAL PARK, CALIF. 

The bill (H. R. 10582) to provide for the addition of certain 
lands to the Lassen Volcanic National Park in the State of Cali
fornia was read, considered, ordered to a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed. 

AME.:.~DMENT OF WORLD WAR VETERA S' ACT, 1924 

The bill (H. R. 13174) to amend the World War veterans' act, 
1924, as amended, was announced as next in order. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Let that go over. 
The PRESIDEN'l' pro tempore. The bill will be passed over. 
CONSOLIDATION OF GOVERNMENTAL ACTIVITIES AFFECTING WAR 

VEI'ERANS 

The bill (H. R. 10630) to authorize the President to consoli
date and coordinate governmental activities affecting war vet
erans was considered by the Senate. 

The bill had been reported from the Committee on Finance 
with amendments. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, I have no desire to ob
ject to the consideration of this bill ; but I think the acting chair
man of the cop1mittee should make · a brief statement to the 
Senate as to what it provides. It is rather an important piece 
of legislation. 

Mr. WATSON. Mr. President, this bill is here largely be
cause of the wish of General Hines, the head of the Veterans' 
Bureau, and the American Legion; and my understanding is, 
without directly knowing, that the Pension Office also is for it. 

The report sets forth an analysis of the bill, showing that it 
provides for the consolidation and coordination of all activities 
having to do with veterans' relief, including the Veterans' Bu
reau, the National Home for Disabled Volunteer Soldiers, and 
the Pension Bureau, into an establishment to be known as "Vet
erans' Administration." In the original bill it was called "Ad
ministration of Veterans' Affairs"; but at the suggestion of the 
Senator from Kentucky [Mr. BARKLEY] we changed it to read 
"Veterans' Administration." 

The general purpose of the bill is stated in the report on page 
3, as follows : 

The underlying purpose of the bill is to bring together all govern
mental activities having to dQ with veterans' relief of whatever char
acter with a view to securing better coordination, added efficiency, and 
a more complete and economical use of existing facilities, and to im
prove the services rendered to the veterans of all wars and equalize 
the benefits extended to them by the Government. 
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Then, on page 5-and this states it very succinctly-there is a 

statement showing the improved administration that undoubtedly 
will result from this coordination, followed by a statement of 
the economies reasonably to be expected. 

Nobody objected to the bill in our committee. It was unani
mously agreed to, because we thought it would tend to greater 
efficiency in the aclmini tration of all our pension legislation by 
all these activities wl.der ' one head, so as to be directed in a 
skillful and an efficient way. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. FEss in the chair). The 
amendments of the committee will be stated. 

The fir t amendment was, on page 2, line 1, before the word 
"administration" to insert "veterans'," and after the word 
" administration'" to strike out "of veterans' affairs," and in 
line 6, before the word "administration," to insert "veterans'." 
and after the word " administration" to strike out " of veterans' 

' affairs," so as to make the paragraph read: 
(a) That the President is authorized, by Executive order, to consoli

date and coordinate any hospitals and executive and administrative 
bureaus, agencies, or offices, especially created for or concerned in the 
administration of the laws relating to the relief and other benefits pro
vided by law for former members of the Military and Naval E tablish
ments of the United States, including the Bureau of Pensions, the 
National Home for Disabled Volunteer Soldiers, and the United States 
Veterans' Bureau, into an establishment to be known as the veterans' 
administration, and to transfer the duties, powers, and functions now 
vested by law in the hospitals, bureaus, agencies, or offices so consoli
dated and coordinated, including the personnel thereof, and the whole 
or any part of the records and public property belonging thereto to 
the veterans' administration. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 2, line 9, after the word 

"veterans'," to strike out" affairs" and insert" administration," 
so as to read : 

(b) Under the direction of the President the administrator of vet
erans' administration shall have the power, by order or regulation, to 
consolidate, eliminate, or redistL·ibute the functions-

And so forth. 
Mr. REED. Mr. President, I think that amendment is not 

intended by the committee. We do not want to call this officer 
the "administi·ator of veterans' administration," and I do not 
think the committee so proposed. I think this particular amend
ment ought to be rejected, as well as the one on line 18. 

l\1r. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, I inquire what is 
the number of the bill? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. H. R. 10630, Order of Busi· 
nes 1166. Does the Senator wish this amendment rejected? 

l\1r. REED. Yes; the one on line 9. 
l\1r. W .A.LSH of Montana. Mr. President, let me inquire if 

it is intended to restore the word " affairs "? 
Mr. REED. Only in the title of the officer. The Senate com

mittee wished to change the name of the bureau from "admin
istration of veterans' affairs" to read "veterans' administra
tion.' It seemed to be shorter and simpler; but we did not 
consciously mean to change the title of tbe administrator. 

Mr. W .A.LSH of Montana. The rejection of the amendment 
on line 9, page 2, includes rejecting the striking out of the word 
"affairs"? 

Mr. REED. Yes, Mr. President. 
Mr. WALSH of Montana. It leaves the word "affairs" 

there? 
Mr. REED. Yes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the amend

ment will be rejected. 
The next amendment was, on page 2, line 12, before tbe word 

"administration," to insert "veterans'," and after the word 
"administration" to strike out "of veterans' affairs," so as to 
make the paragraph read : 

(b) Under the direction of the President the administrator of vet
erans' affairs shall have the power, by order or regulation, to consoli
date, eliminate, or redi tribute the functions of the bureaus, agencies, 
offices, or activities in the veterans' administration and to create new 
ones therein, and, by rules and regulations not inconsistent with law; 
sball fix the functions thereof and the duties and powers of their 
respective executive heads. 

· The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 2, line 16, before the word 

"administration," to insert "veterans'," and after the word 
"administration" to strike out "of veterans' affairs," so as to 
read: 

· Sxc. 2. There shall be at the bead of such veterans' administration an 
administrator-

And so forth. 
The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 2, line 18, after the word 
"veterans," to strike out "affairs" and insert "a,dministra
tion," so as to read: 

To be known as the administrator of veterans' administration, who 
shall be appointed by the President, by and with the advice and consent 
of the Senate. 

Mr. REED. That amendment ought to be rejected, .Mr. 
President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the amend
ment is rejected. 

The next amendment was, on page 2, line 22, before the word 
"administration," to insert "veterans'," and after the word 
" administration " to strike out " of veterans' affairs, so as to 
read: 

· pon the establishment of such veterans' administration all the func-
tions, powers, and duties now conferred by law-

And so forth. 
The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 2, line 23, before the word 

"administration," to insert word "veterans'," a.nd after the 
same word to strike out the words " of veterans' affairs." 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 2, line 3, after the word 

"veterans'," to . strike out the word "affairs" and to insert in 
lieu thereof the word " administration." 

Mr. REED. Thi is to correct a mistake similar to the one 
heretofore corrected. 

The amendment was rejected. 
The next amendment was, on page 3, line 13, to strike out fhe 

words " administration of veterans' affairs " and to in ert in 
lieu thereof the words "veteran ' administration," and on 
page 4. line 13, before the word " administration," to insert the 
word" veterans'," and after the word" administration" to strike 
out the words " of veterans' affairs "; on line 15 to strike out 
the words " of veterans' affairs " ; on page 5, line 5, before the 
word "administration," to insert the word "veterans'," and 
after the wol'd ·" administration " to strike out the words " of 
veterans' affairs"; on page 6, line 7, and on page 6, line 9 
and 10, before the word " administration," to insert the word 
"veterans'," and after the word "administration" to strike out 
the words " of \eterans' affairs " ; on page 6, line 18, to strike 
out the words "of veterans' affairs ~·; on page 6, line 20, to strike 
out the words "of veterans' affairs"; on page 7, line 10, to 
.strike out the words "of veterans' affairs." 

The amendments were agreed to. 
Mr. vV ALSH of Massachusetts. 1\lr. President, having in 

mind the suggestion of the Senator from Wisconsin, I sugge t 
to the Senator from Penn ylvania and to the Senator from In
ft.iana that the part of the committee report which analyzes tbe 
bill and which contains a general statement be printed in the 
RECoRD for public information. 

l\1r. WATSON. Certainly ; I think that ought to be done. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the matter 

referred to will be printed in the RECORD. 
The matter referred to is as follows: 

GENERAL STATEMENT 

PUBPOSE OF THE BILL 

The underlying purpose of the bill is to bring together all govern
mental activities having to do with veterans' relief of whatever char
acter with a view to securing better coordination, added efficiency, and a 
more complete and economical use of existing facilities, and to improve 
the services rendered- to the veterans of an wars and equalize the 
benefits extended to them by the Government. 

EXISTING CONDITIONS UNSATISFACTORY 

At present we have three separate and distinct agencie dealing with 
the relief of World War veterans. The result is increasing dissatisfac
tion on the part of the beneficiaries and the people who must foot the 
bill. Both demand reform. Bureau heads admit that consolidation and 
better coordination are e sential to rendering the highest and most 
economical services, but balk. the moment a real and effective unification· 
of these activities is seriously undertaken. Your commi ttee, however, 
has undertaken to deal with the problem from the standpoint of services 
to be rendered rather than from the viewpoint of the heads of divisions 
involved. 

We now have two agencies-the National Home for Disabled Volun· 
teer Soldiers and the Veterans' Bureau-that deal with the hospitaliza
tion and home care of veterans. The major burden in both is the care 
of World War veterans, and it will be only a few years until 75 to 80 
per cent of the load will represent this· class. The result is excessive 
overhead, uneconomical use of facilities and considerable duplication of 
effort and function. 

Likewise, two agencies-the Veterans' Bureau and the Pension Bu
reau-deal with compensation and pen ions. As we have previously 
noted, those compensation cases that have become fixed are to all 



• 

1930 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SEN ATE 12051. 
intents and purposes disability pensions and should be handled by the 
same agency that administers pensions. 

Ther.e is also inequality in the kind and character of relief and great 
disparity in the amount of pension and compensation extended to the 
veterans of the different wars. As these veterans are more and more 
thrown together in hospitals and homes and become familiar with the 
patent injustices that exist, dissatisfaction and complaints incrf'ase. 

In many cases the character of relief a veteran is entitled to is uncer
tain, due to the fact that he served in one or more wars. 

Dual control has resulted in improper distribution of veterans' hos
pitals and homes, causing much unnecessary expense for transportation 
of inmates. Such coordination as has been attempted does not go to 
the root of the evil and from the very nature of things can not so long 
as there is divided control and divergent management of facilities essen
tially parallel in the character of services rendered. 

I ADVANTAGES OF CONSOLIDATION TO THE VETERANS 

Our first concern must be the character ot services rendered to our 
ex soldiers and sailors. If consolidation will aid them, all else must 
yield. In other words, it is our clear duty to get the greatest possible 
results in services for the money available for a specific purpose. 

The proposed consolidation will tend to bring about uniformity o! 
treatment and services. It will aid in eliminating existing inequalities 
in pensions and compensation_ It will concentrate in one head all agen
cies for relief, so that applicants for aid will know where to go. It 
should result in simplified procedure and speedier decisions. It will 
make more easy the segregation of hospital cases from domiciliary ones 
o.nd aid in removing men who no longer need hospital care to more con
genial surroundings in a home where they can enjoy the companionship 
of men in comparatively good health but whose necessities confine them 
to a Government institution. 

IMPROVED ADMINISTRATION 

Anyone who is at all familiar with the activities of the Pension 
· Bureau, National Home for Disabled Volunteer Soldiers, and Veterans' 

Bureau knows that there is considerable duplication of functions. The 
new administrator is given ample authority under the bill to so consoli
date and redistribute the activities and duties of the administrative 
offices and bureaus as to eli.lll.ir!ate such duplication. This should enable 
him to do the same work with a considerably reduced personnel and a 
corresponding saving in cash. 

Unified control would enable the President to keep in cll)ser touch by 
reason of the concentration of administrative control in . one head. He 
could then deal directly with the head of the organization, who would 
be familiar with the whole situation. 

The administrator would be in position to visualize the whole problem 
of veterans' relief and give proper weight to the various needs and serv
ices. He would be in a much more advantageous position to submit 
proper and well-balanced estimates to the Budget and to justify them to 
Congress than the heads of the present agencies. 

Legislative committees would be dealing with a unified program and 
one responsible head. The result would be better considered and better 
balanced appropriations. 

All available hospitals, homes, and other facilities could be utilized 
to their maximum efficiency, with very large savings to the Public Treas
ury and general satisfaction to those served. Existing services could 
be given for less money or better services rendere(l for the money now 
expended. 

ECONOMIES REASONABLY TO BE EXPECTED 

While it is a difficult matter to compute in advance the probable 
economies that might be effected as a result of the proposed consolida
tion it is reasonable to expect that a very considerable saving will 
result. It has been estimated by those who have made a close study 
of the problem that the following reductions in expenses would be 
effected: 

Annual reduction in overhead and administrative expenses_ $1, 500, 000 
Annual saving by transferring of domiciliary patients from 

veterans' hospitals to homes ________________________ _ 697,000 
Reduction of hospital construction cost by removal of 1,000 

domiciliary cases to homes__________________________ 3, 500, 000 
Savings in the course of years by adding domiciliary bar-

racks to veterans' hospitals in place of building new units_ 9, 000, 000 
For a detailed analysis of possible savings as a result of consolidation 

Ree pages 181 and 182 of the bearings on H. R. 6141, for which the 
present bill is a substitute. 

SUMI'tlARY 

The mounting cost of vetern ns' relief is reaching staggering propor
tions. Already it has climbed to approximately $780,000,000 annually, 
distributed between the Veterans' Bureau, the National Home for Dis
abled Volunteer Soldiers, and the Pension Bureau. This is about 33 per 
cent of all income taxes collected by the Government annually. 

It is essential that the President, the Budget, and the Congress should 
have these activities brought in under one agency so as to be able to 
visualize the whole picture. By placing them under one directing head 
overlapping and duplication can be wiped out; inequalities of care, 
treatment, pensions, and compensation will more readily lend themselves 

to adjustment; a proper distribution. of beneficiaries can be effected 
with consequent great economies, and large sums can be saved in con
struction costs. 

Finally, the new establishment will afford a suitable foundation upon 
which a humanized superstructure of legislation may be erected, based 
upon a thorough revision of existing laws dealing with veterans, and 
the creation of a simplifi-ed code that will iron .out present inequalities 
and place all veterans of similar age and suffering similar disabilities 
upon approximately the same plane with respect to the relief extended, 
whether it be hospitalization, domiciliary care, pension, or compensation. 

STATUTES REPEALED 

Section 4835 of the Revised Statutes, which reads as follows, is 
repealed: 

"All inmates of the National Home for Disabled Volunteer Soldiers 
shall be subject to the rules and Articles of War, and in the same man
ner as if they were in the Army." 

REPEALED BY Ii\IPLICATION 

Section 71, title 24, United States Code: 
"Organization of home: The President, Secretary of War, Chief 

Justice, and such other persons as from time to time may be associated 
with them, shall constitute a Board of Managers of an establishment for 
the care and relief of the disabled volunteers of the United States Army, 
to be known by the name and style of the National Home for Disabled 
Volunteer Soldiers, and have perpetual succession, with powers to take, 
bold, and convey real and personal property, establish a commoq._. 
seal. • • •" 

Section 72, title 24, United States Code : 
"Headquarters of home: The headquarters of the National Home for 

Disabled Volunteer Soldiers shall be established and maintained at the · 
Central Branch, National Military Home, Ohio, and shall occupy for 
offices, without expenditures for rent, any general or post fund build
ing." 

Section 73, title 24, United States Code: 
" Elect ion of citizen managers : Seven managers of the National Home 

for Disabled Volunteer Soldiers shall be elected from time to time, as 
vacancies occur, by joint resolution of Congress. They shall all be citi
zens of the United States and no two of them shall be residents of the 
same State. The t~rms of office of these managers shall be for six years 
and until a successor is elected." 

Section 74, title 24, United States Code: 
" Election of officers of Board of Managers : The 10 managers of the 

National Home for Disabled Volunteer Soldiers shall elect from their 
own number a president, who shall be the chief executive officer of the 
board, two vice presidents, and a secretary. Six of the board, or 
whom the president or one of the vice presidents shall be one, shall 
form a quorum for the transaction of business at any meeting of the 
board." 

Section 75, title 24, United States Code: 
''Expenses and salaries of managers and officers: No member o! 

the Board of Managers of the National Home for Disabled Volunteer 
Soldiers shall receive any compensation or pay for any services or 
duties connected with the home; but the traveling and other actual ex
penses of a member, incurred while upon the business of the home, may 
be reimbursable to such member: Provided, That the president and 
secretary of the Board of Managers may receive a reasonable compen
sation for their services as such officers, not exceeding $4,000 and 
$2,000, respectively, per annum." 

Mr. BLACK. Mr. President, before the bill is passed, I de
sire to ask a question or two of the Senator from Indiana, or 
whoever has the bill in charge. 

As I understand it, this provides for a consolidation of the 
various departments handling veterans' claims. 

Mr. REED. Yes. 
Mr. BLACK. Is there any provision for reduction in the 

amount of red tape through which the veterans have to go in 
order to get a hearing? 

Mr. REED. There ought to be a very considerable simplifica
tion in the procedure. 

Mr. BLACK. May I ask whether there is any provision for 
centralization of the numerous appeal boards through which the 
veterans have to go in order to get a hearing? 

Mr. REED. The measure does not so provide_ Those appeal 
boards are set up by administrative order, and I presume they 
will have to be simplified by the same method. The measure 
does not directly touch on that. 

Mr. BLACK. I had framed an amendment which I intended 
to offer to this bill when it came up, so that instead of first 
having a hearing, for instance, at some place in Alabama, ann 
then going to New Orleans with an appeal, which is never ef
fective, then coming up here for another appeal, and then ap
pealing to the Chief of the Veterans' Bureau, a system would 
be provided whereby the matter could be tried out in the par
ticular State where it arises by a board of . doctors connected 
with the State service, in order that we might not have to go 
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through these various" appeals. What does the Senator think 
of that? It would do away with a great deal of the unneces
sary red tape, in my judgment. 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I think, in the first place, that 
the proper place for such an amendment, if it is wise, would be 
in the amendment to the World War veterans' act which we are 
going to consider at 2 .o'clock. I think that is the bill on which 
the Senator should put his amendment, because the bill we are 
now conside1ing does not affect procedure, except as it may be 
incidentally affected through the consolidation of these different 
bodies. 

Mr. BLACK. I make the suggestion bec.ause I have appealed 
from the decision of the board at Birmingham, I would say, 
literally hundreds of ca~es to New Orleans, and, so far as I 
can recall, the New Orleans appeal board has never yet changed 
a single ruling. I may be wrong; it may be that I have lost 
sight of one or two changes which were made; but certainly I 
can not recall a single instance in which the veteran received 
any benefit from an appeal to New Orleans. Then, after we go 
through New Orlean , we come to another appeal board here; 
then we go to the chief of the Veterans' Bureau. 

It bas occurred to me that we ought to work out some kind 
of a method whereby we can prevent bureaus on top of bureaus, 
and appeals which are not effective. · 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, the Senator will see, I think, that 
the other bill is the place to propose his amendment. We must 
all remember that this complexity has grown up from a desire 
of the director of the bureau to give the men every possible 
chance. As we look at it now, it seems like a complication of 
appeals, but all of these appeal boards were created so that 
every veteran's case might be exhau tively heard. With the best 
of intentions we have produced a pretty complicated system. I 
agree with the Senator that anything we can do to simplify it 
would be wise. 

Mr. BLACK. It seems to me that it is ab olutely essential 
that we do something in connection with the appeals. I might 
call the Senator's attention to the fact that for two years I 
worked and struggled with a case where a oldier had tubercu
losis. It was held during his lifetime in the numerous appeal 
boards that he was not totally and permanently incapacitated, 
and they deprived him of his total-disability compensation. 
After his death the appeal board in Washington sent for the 
claim; they reviewed the claim, which had been passed upon in 
his lifetime, and held that he had been permanently and totally 
incapacitated during the entire time, but attempted to deprive 
his mother of the insurance on the ground that the original 
ruling was wrong. It took about two years to obtain a change 
of that decision. 

It has occurred to me-and I think when the other bill comes 
up I shall offer the amendment I have suugested at this time 
for consideration-that there should be some kind of · a method 
whereby these matters could be passed on, in Pennsylvania, for 
instance, where the board could hear the right kind of evidence, 
and where they would not be so far removed from the view
point of the local situation, where they could find out more 
about a case than could be found out by an appeal board two 
or three hundred miles away. I am going to offer an amend
ment to cover that matter in some way, or make an attempt to 
get away from this endless red tape in which the veterans find 
themselves entangled. 

On the suggestion of the Senator from Pennsylvania I shall 
wait until the other bill comes before u . 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, just exactly what 
will be the operation of this bill with respect to the organiza
tions which are tl1Us consolidated? Under this legislation there 
will be an administrator of veterans' affairs, the head of the 
organization, but, of course, we continue the Commissioner of 
Pensions, the Director of the Veterans' Bureau, the Superin· 
tendent of the Soldiers' Home, and so on down the line. Just 
exactly what kind of control will this veterans' administrator 
have over these other organizations? 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, if the Senator will look at the 
bottom of page 2, I think he will find the answer to his ques
tion. -It is provided there that all of the functions, powers, and 
duties now given to the Commissioner of Pensions, the Board 
of Managers of the National Home for Disabled Volunteer 
Soldiers, and the Director of the Veterans' Bureau are con
ferred upon the administrator of veterans' affairs. Really, 
those offices are abolished. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Those offices will go out of exist
ence? 

1\fr. REED. They are consolidated into this single office. 
Mr. WALSH of Montana. Does the Senator think ·that is 

quite clear? 
Mr. REED. It seems so to me. All the functions, powers, 

and duties now conferred on those thl·ee are hereby conferred 

on and vested in the admini trator of veterans' affairs. That 
surely abolishes tho e offices. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on engrossing 
the amendments made to the bill. 

The amendments were ordered to be engrossed arid the bill 
to be read a third time. 

The bill was read the third time and passed. 
GEORGE CHARLES WALTHERS 

The bill (H. R. 5212) for the relief of George Charles 
Walthers was announced as next in order. 

Mr. HOWELL. Let that go over. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be pas ed over. 

_RAINY RIVER B!&IDGE, MINNESOTA 

The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 12233) 
authorizing the Robertson & Janin Co., of Montreal, Canada, 
its successors and assigns, to construct, maintain, and operate a 
bridge across the Rainy River at Baudette, Minn., which was 
read the third time and pas: ed. 

FOX RIVER BRIDGE, ILLINOIS 

The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 12614) 
granting the con ent of Congress to the city of Aurora, Ill., to 
construct, maintain, and operate a free highway bridge from 
Stolps Island in the Fox River at Aurora, Ill., to connect with 
the existing highway bridge across the Fox River north of 
Stolps Island, which was read the third time and passed. 

MISSOURI :&IVER BRIDGES, MONTANA 

The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 12844) 
granting the consent of Congress to the State of Montana, the 
counties of Roosevelt, Richland, and McCone, or any of them, 
to construct, maintain, and operate a free highway bridge aero s 
the Missouri River at or near Poplar, Mont., which was read 
the third time and passed. 

The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 12919) 
granting the consent of Congress to the State of Montana or any 
political subdivisions or public agencies thereof, or any of them, 
to construct, ma~ntain, and operate a free highway bridge across 
the Mi ouri River southerly from the Fort Belknap Indian 
Reservation at or near the point known and designated as the 
Power-site Crossing, or at or near the point known and desig
nated as Wilder Ferry, which was read the third time and 
passed. · 

The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 12920) 
granting the consent of Congre s to the State of Montana and 
the counties of Roosevelt and Richland, or any of them, to con
struct, maintain and operate a free highway bridge across the 
1\Iissouri River at or near Culbertson, 1\Iont., which was read 
the third time and pa sed. 

CALUMET :&rVER BRIDGE, ILLINOIS 

The Senate proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 12993) 
granting the consent of Congress to the State of Illinois to 
con truct, maintain, and operate a free highway bridge aero s 
the Little Calumet River at One hundred and fifty-ninth Street 
in Cook County, State of illinois, which was read the third 
time and passed. 

ORDER OF BUSIJ\TESS 

1\Ir. WATSON obtained the floor. 
Mr. LA FOLLETTE and 1\Ir. COPELAND addressed the 

Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Indiana 

yield ; and if so, to whom? 
Mr. WATSON. I con ented to yield to the Senator from 

Wiscon in to make a motion to take up another bill on the 
calendar. I am very anxious that the bill shall be pa ~ed. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, I think the Senator 
from New York was contemplating making the same motion, 
and if agreeable to the Sen a tor from Indiana, I will yield to 
the Senator from New York. 

.Mr. WATSON. That i agreeable to me. 
CITIZENSHIP AND NATURALIZATION OF MARRIED WOMEN 

Mr. COPELAND. I ask unanimou consent that the Senate 
proceed to the consideration of Order of Bu ine s 618, House 
bill 10060, to amend the law relative to the citizenship and 
naturalization of married women, and for other purposes, and 
I ask that all the proposed committee amendments be dis
approved. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The pending question i on an 
amendment offe1·ed by the junior Senator from Wa hington 
[Mr. DILL]. 

Is there objection to the immediate consideration of t he bill? 
Mr. WALSH of l\Ias achusetts. 1\Ir. Pre ident, may I in

quire the object of the bill? 
Mr. COPE~. It is to restore their citizenship to Ameri

can women who have married foreigners, and who are uow 
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separated from them or are widowed and desire to regain their 
citizenship. The bill provides a way for them to become 
naturalized. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I have no objection to the 
pending bill, but I desire to ask the Senator from New York, 
who is a member of the Committee on Immigration, what the 
committee has done to brlng about a reduction in the naturaliza
tion fees. Doubtless the Senator has received a number of 
communications, as I have, with respect to the very great 
burden it is to women, particularly women with children, to 
have to pay the large fees which are now necessary in order 
to secure naturalization. 

1\Ir. COPELAND. Mr. President, I may say to the Senator 
that we have had that matter under consideration, and there 
are a number of administrative features to be taken care of 
in the near future. The amendments which were proposed to 
the bill now pending are desirable, but we find it impossible, 
in the brief time at our disposal, to take care of them now. I 
assure the Senator that in December we will have these matters 
before the Congress again. 

Mr. · LA FOLLE'l"TE. Mr. President, I hope the Senator 
from Massachusetts will not insist upon any amendment. The 
-only way in which this bill may become a law at this session of 
Congress is to pass it as it passed the House. 

I am very sympathetic with the Senator's desire to reduce the 
fees as he knows and I will join with him during the next 
session in having ~orne legislation along that line enactE'd. 

1\Ir WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, I do think it 
is an· outrage to charge a woman, with four or five child~en, 
$25 to become an American citizen after she has gone to mght 
school and bas fitted herself to become a citizen. 

Mr. COPELAND. I agree with the Senator. . 
Mr. President, I renew my request that the committee 

amen<lments be disagreed to. 
Te PRESIDING OFFICER. The r:egular order would be to 

have the amendments read and acted on severally. 
Mr. COPELAND. I ask unanimous consent that the amend

ments be considered en bloc. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from New York 

asks unanimous consent that all of the amendments proposed to 
the pending bill be acted on en bloc. Is there objection? The 
Chair hears none, and the question is .on agreeing to the amend
ments. 

The amendments were rejected. 
The bill was ordered to a third reading, read the third 

time, and passed. 
EXECUTIVE MESSAGES AND APPROVALS 

Messages in writing were communicated to the Senate by the 
President of the United States by Mr. Latta, one of his seere
taries, who also announced that the President had approved and 
signed the following acts : 

On June 28, 1930 : 
8.1257. An act for the relief of the Beaver Valley Milling Co. ; 

and 
s. 1959. An act to authorize the creation of game sanctuaiies 

or refuges within the Ocala National Forest in the State of 
Florida. 

On June 30, 1930: 
S. 1254. An act for the relief of Kremer & Hog, a partner

ship; and 
S. 3666. An act for the relief of the Oregon Short Line Rail

road Co., Salt Lake City, Utah. 
MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 

A message from the House of Representatives by Mr. Chaffee, 
one of its clerks, announced that the House had disagreed to 
the amendment of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 8159) to author
ize appropriation for construction at the United States Military 
Academy, West Point, N. Y.; Fort Lewis, Wash. ; Fort Benning, 
Ga. ; and for other purposes; requested a conference with the 
Senate on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses thereon, and 
that Mr. RANSLEY, Mr. SPEAKS, and Mr. QUIN were appointed 
managers on the part of the House at the conference. 

The message also announced that the liouse had pa ·sed the 
following bill and joint re olutions, ln which it requested the 
concurrence of the Senate : 

H. R. 481. An act for the relief of Maj. 1\lartin F. Scanlon, 
Lieut. Courtney Whitney, and Lieut. Alfred B. Baker ; 

H. J. Res. 373. Joint resolution making appropriations for the 
government of the District of Columbia and other activities 
chargeable in whole or in part against the revenues of such 
District for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1931, and for other 
purposes; 

H. J. Res. 384. Joint resolution making appropriations avail
able to carry into effect the provisions of the act of the Seventy
first Congress entitled "An act to fix the salaries of officers and 

members of the Metropolitan police fol'{!e and the fire depart
ment for the District of Columbia" ; 

H. J. Res. 388. Joint resolution making provision for continua
tion of construction of the United States Supreme Court Build
ing; and 

H. J. Res. 389. Joint resolution making appropriations for the 
pay of pages for the Senate and House of Representatives until 
the end of the second session of the Seventy-first Congres~. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 

The mes age further announced that the Speaker had affixed 
his signature to the following eurolled bills, and they were 
signed by the President pro tempore: 

H. R. 6. An act to amend the definition of oleomargarine 
contained in the act entitled "An act defining butter, also impo -
ing a tax upon and regulating the manufacture, sale, importa
tion, and exportation of oleomargarine," approved August 2, 
1886, as amended ; 

H. R. 334. An act for the relief of Samuel Gettinger and Harry 
Pomerantz; 
· H. R. 636. An act for the relief of certain persons of Schenley, 

Pa., who suffered damage to their property as a result of erosion 
of a dam on the Allegheny River ; 

H. R. 4176. An act for the relief of Dr. Charles W. Reed; 
H. R. 4189. An act to add certain lands to the Boise Natioual 

Forest; and 
H. R.12235. An act to provide for the creation of the Colonial 

National Monument in the State of Virginia. 

HOUSE BILL AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS REFERRED 

The following bill and joint resolutions were everally read 
twice by their titles and referred as indicated below : 

H. R. 481. An act for the relief of Maj. Martin F. Scanlon, 
Lieut. Courtney Whitney, and Lieut. Alfred B. Baker; to the 
Committee on Claims. 

H. J . Res. 384. Joint resolution making appropriations avail
able to carry into effect the provisions of the act of the Seventy
fit·st Congress entitled "An act to fix the salaries of officer · and 
members of the Metropolitan police force and the fire depart
ment for the District of Columbia"; 

H. J. Res. 388. Joint resolution making provision for continua
tion of construction of the United States Supreme Court Build
ing; and 

H. J. Res. 389. Joint resolution making appropriations for the 
pay of pages for the Senate and House of Representatives until 
the end of the second ·ession of the Seventy-first Congress; to 
the Committee on Appropriations. 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA APPROPRIATIONS 

Mr. BINGHAM. I ask that the Chair lay before the Senate 
House Joint Resolution 373. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. FEss in the chair). The 
Chair lays before the Senate the joint resolution. 

The joint resolution (H. J. Res. 373) making appropriations 
for the government of the District of Columbia and other activ
ities chargeable in whole or in part against the revenues of 
such District for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1931, and for 
other purposes, was read twice lly its title. 

Mr. BINGHAM. I move that the joint resolution be referred 
to the Committee on Appropriations. 

The motion was agreed to. 
CONSTRUCTION WORK AT MILITARY POSTS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before the Senate the 
action of the House of Representatives disagreeing to the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 8159) to authorize 
appropriation for construction at the United States Military 
Academy, West Point, N.Y.; Fort Lewis, Wash.; Fort Benning, 
Ga. ; and for other purposes, and requesting a conference with 
the Senate on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses thereon. 

l\Ir. REED. I move that the Senate insist upon its amend
ment ; agree to the request of the House for a conference, and 
that the Chair appoint the conferees on the part of the Senate. 

The motion was agreE'd to ; and the Presiding Officer appointed 
1\lr. REED, Mr. PATTERSON, and Mr. STECK as conferees on the 
part of the Senate. 

RELIEF OF WORLD WAR VETERANS 

Mr. WATSON. 1\Ir. President, I move that the Senate pro
ceed to the consideration of the bill {H. R. 13174) to amend 
the World War veterans' act, 1924, as amended. 

The motion was agreed to ; and the Senate proceeded to con
sider the bill, which had been reported from the Committee on· 
Finance with amendments. 

Mr. WATSON. I ask unanimous consent that the formal 
reading of the bill be dispensed with, that the bill be read for 
amendment, ana that the committee amendments be disposed 
of first. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so 

ordered. The bill will be read for action on the amendments 
of tbe committee. 

The Chief Clerk proceeded to read the bill. 
The first amendment of the Committee on Finance was on page 

6, line 3, to strike out-
No suit shal1 be allowed under this section unless the same shall have 

been brought within six years after the right accrued for which the 
claim is made prior to May 29, 1929, whichever is the later date. 

And to insert : 
No suit on yearly renewable term insurance shall be allowed under 

this section unless the same shall have been brought within one year 
after the date of approval of this amendatory act or within one year 
after final disallowance of the claim by the director, whichever is the 
later date, and no suit on United States Government life (converted) 
in urance shall be allowed under this section unless the same shall have 
been brought within six years after the right accrued for which the 
claim is made. 

Mr. WATSON. Mr. President, I wish to make a very brief 
statement in connection with the bill at this time. We are 
familiar with the fact that the House pas ed a bill and the 
Senate passed the same bill, but the President vetoed it. There
upon, the House pas e<l a substitute measure which came to the 
Senate anu was referred to the Committee on Finance. After 
two days' consideration by the Finance Committee the bill 
was reported back to tbe Senate with sundry amendments and 
is now before us for our consideration. 

It may be interesting in this connection to note that the 
other bill which the Senate passed, this being similar to it, 
contained 46 amendments. In other words, what I am trying 
to show the Senate very briefly is that the bill which passed 
the Senate and the bill we are now considering contained 37 
items of the same character. There were four amendments 
added by the Committee on Finance. I shall very briefly men
tion them. The report sets them forth in detail and shows what 
they are and what is their purpose. 
-The first committee amendment extends for one year the time 

in which insurance suits should be instituted. There having 
been many cases of injustice because of that limitation, the com
mittee unanimously resolved that the time should be extende 
one year. 

The second is ~n amendment authorizing the Attorney General 
to compromise insurance suits. There was some little difference 
of opinion about that in the committee. The committee were 
not unanimous, but a clear majority were in favor of the 
amendment reported, because of the lenoath of time it takes to 
try suits, the amount of preparation required, the expense of 
preparation and of trial, and then of the appeal to the highest 
courts to which appeals are taken in· cases of this kind. 

It is believed that where the attorneys repre enting the Gov
ernment and the attorneys representing the claimant may agree 
upon a compromise, which shall have the approval of the 
court, it ought to be permitted. It ought to be permitted be
cause probably they would ~rrive at as fai;r and just a conclu
sion as would be reached after a long trial. ·It would save 
money and time and do justice to the Government, and at the 
same time do full justice to the claimant. 

Amendment No. 3 provides for the elimination of the provi
sion discontinuing payments of compensation to veteran·s who 
enlisted subsequent to November 11, 191~. There are a great 
many of these marginal cases. There may have been some re
enlistments along about that time. In that twilight zone are 
many soldiers who we thought ought to be taken care of, and 
yet they a.re not pensioned under the regular peace-time pension 
legislation which was enacted by Congress a great many years 
ago. It will not be much of a saving so far as many cases are 
concerned, because these soldiers would all be pensionable under 
the peace-time legi lation of Congress and could get their pen
sions through the regular Pen ion Bureau anyhow. But we 
thought this was ~ very meritorious provision and I think it 
was unanimously approved by the committee. 

The next ru:nendment--
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, before the 

Senator leaves the item he has been discussing may I ask him a 
question! 

Mr. WATSON. Certainly. 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I want to inquire for the 

RECoRD how many suits are pending in the courts against the 
Government! 
· Mr. WATSON. I can not answer the Senator's question. 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I am informed there are 5,100. 
· Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Would the provision for ex

tension of time contemplate permission for the filing of suits for 
one further year ? 

Mr. WATSON. Yes. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachu;€tts. At present no suit can be 
compromised, but all must be tried under the law? 

Mr. WATSON. That is correct. 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. This provision is for an ar

rangement being made in the nature of a compromise between 
the attorney for the veteran and the United States district attor
ney, with the approval of the court? 

Mr. WATSON. Yes. 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I would like to inquire of the 

Senator, and I do this largely for the RIOOORD, if it is not a fact 
that a gt·eat many of these suits which have been filed were 
merely filed for the purpo e of protecting whatever very remote 
rights the veteran might have? 

Mr. WATSON. I can not answer the Senator in detail about 
that, because I am not familiar with it. If the Senator will 
permit me, I will ask a representative of the Veteran ' Bureau 
who is sitting here at my side. [After a moment's con ultation.) 
I am informed there were a large number of such cases. 

Mr. WALSH of Mas achusetts. What I have in mind is that 
now we are about to introduce into the law a provi o for the 
settling of these suits which will likely result in giving vitality 
and strength to a good many of the suits which they would not . 
have if the provision for settlement were not contained in the 
law. In other words, a good many of them ought never to have · 
been brought anyhow, and probably never would have been 
tried, but will now become cases which will be pre "ed for settle
ment. I would like the Senator's view about it. 

Mr. WATSON. There is very much in what the Senator bas 
said. I have not any doubt about it. He and I have both been 
practicing lawyers, and we know how cases of that kind are et- . 
tled, and how cases in the marginal zone would be pre sed for . 
settlement under these conditions which would probably never 
go to trial. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I know the Senator will agree · 
that it is a matter of discretion that ought to be exercised with 
very great care. 

1\Ir. WATSON. Ye . After all, it depends on the administra
tion. I am assuming that lawyers for the Government will be 
watchful of the interests of the Government and vigilant in pro
tecting the rights of the Government. Of course, we all know 
the lawyer for the claimant will be vigilant. With the court 
sitting to exercise final authority in the matter, because it can 
not be done without his approval, I am as uming that after all 
the right thing will be done. 

1\Ir. SWANSON. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Indiana · 

yield to the Senator from Virginia? 
Mr. WATSON. Certainly. 
Mr. SWANSON. Doe this provision apply to suits filed in 

the future or is it merely to dispose of pending suits? 
Mr. WATSON. Both past and future suits. . 
1\Ir. SWANSON. As I understand it a great many suits have 

been brought in the pa t on account of a desire to save and 
protect remote rights which the claimant might have. Is this 
to enable them to save more remote or very remote rights when 
they bad no chance of getting a decision in their favor, and to , 
enable them to bring a uit now and force a compromise? Does 
it not tend to encourage the filing of cases of that kind? 

Mr. WATSON. I just told the Senator from Ma achusetts 
that I think there is very much in that idea, but after all the 
court will be sitting, having the whole matter in charge, being 
familiar with the facts as well as the law. The court would 
undoubtedly know whether or not a compromi e hould be made 
and whether or not a just proposition was offered. I do not 
think anyone would be eriously injured by it, although, as the 
Senator from Massachusetts well said, it is a power that ought 
to be exercised with great care. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Indiana 

yield to the Senator from Arkansas? 
Mr. WATSON. I yield. 
Mr. CARAWAY. It is a power always exercised in other liti-

gation, is it not? • 
Mr. WATSON. That is true. 
The next amendment, amendment No.4, is a provision elimi

nating the requirement that the veteran be entitled to exemption 
from payment of Federal income tax before receiving disability 
allowance. We had some debate on that provision, but, after all, 
by a clear majority the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. President, the contest over this measure in reality is not 
because of the things that are in it, but because of things that 
are not in it. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Indiana 

yield to the Senator from Georgia? 
M!. WATSON. Certainly. 

, 
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Mr. GEORGE. l\Iay I not inquire of the Senator if the com

mittee did not provide for an amendment to the provision on 
page 23, line 12? My recollection is that an amendment was 
made to that provision. The House text there provides for the 
lo. ·s of one or more feet or hands in active service in line of duty 
between April 6, 1917, and ·November 11, 1918, being made com
pen able at the rate of $25 per month. My recollection is there 
wa an amendment accepted to that provision. 

1\Ir. REED. l\Ir. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Indiana 

yield to the Senator from Pennsylvania? 
Mr. W A'.rSON. Certainly. 
:Mr. REED. My recollection is that the committee agreed to 

insert in line 14, after the word "hands," the words "as the 
result of a casualty incurred in active service," so as to take 
care of the man who was wounded before the armistice and lost 
his limb after the armistice. 

Mr. GEORGE. That is my recollection. 
Mr. REED. I think the committee so ordered. 
1\Ir. GEORGE. I am sure it did. 
1\Ir. REED. At the appropriate time I shall propose such an 

amendment. 
Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, will the Senator from 

Indiana yield? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Indiana 

yield to the Senator from New York? 
l\Ir. WATSON. I yield. 
Mr. COPELAND. When the veterans' relief bill was here 

previously I suggested that the date November 11, 1918, shoyld 
be changed to July 2, 1921, so that a veteran who was actually 
in the service, perhaps on the Rhine, or in some sort of service 
aftet· the armistice but before the termination of the war, might 
receive similar compensation for disability. I know of one such 
case in particular. It seems to me that that veteran ought to 
be given the same consideration as one who had his leg shot off 
in the service. 

Mr. WATSON. In other words, the Senator wants to con
tinue it until the time when we fixed the official termination of 
the war, which was the 2nd of July, 1921? 

Mr. COPELAND. That is right. The language is clear that 
the loss must have occurred in active service in line of duty. 
It would seem to me that a soldier in active service in line of 
duty after the armistice and preceding the technical termination 
of the war should get the same consideration. 

Mr. WATSON. We did not think so. We had some discus
sion about it and thought that after the armistice was declared 
and the war was over a man really was not entitled to any 
more pension then than a National Guard man. 

Mr. COPELAND. Undoubtedly a great many soldiers will be 
pen ioned who lost a limb before November 11, 1918, but who 
did not have that misfortune in battle. It may have been as 
the result of an automobile accident. 

Mr. WATSON. That is quite true. 
Mr. COPELAND. I think, and thought before when we had 

the bill up, that we ought to give the same consideration to the 
soldier who lost a limb after the armistice and before the official 
termination of the war. 

Mr. WATSON. Of course, they can go to the Pension Bureau 
and get pensions as peace-time soldiers. If a man lost a leg, 
he should get compensation, of course, but I am talking about 
those who enlisted after the armistice. The Senator wants to 
include those who enlisted after the official declaration of the 
close of the war, which was the 2d day of July, 1921. 

Mr. COPELAND. I do not know how long the enlistment 
may have been. He might have enlisted at the very beginning 
of the war. 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, if the Senator from Indiana w-ill 
permit me--

1\Ir. WATSON. Certainly. 
Mr. REED. This is the same question that runs through all 

pension or compensation legislation. Of course, it is self-evi
tlent that the soldier who dies in peace time is just as dead 
as the soldier who is killed in battle in war time. · 

We can not, however, cease to draw the distinction between 
service in war and service in peace. We must remember that 
a soldier who enlisted after the armistice, or who was hurt il} 
the service after the armistice, really is no more deserving of 
special consideration than is a National Guard man who is hurt 
in July, 1930, while he is attending a military encampment. 
Both are peace-time services, and Congress has seen fit to give 
especial care to men who are hurt in war time. 

As I have stated, if a man loses a leg in 1930, he suffer 
just as much as the man who had a leg shot off in 1918, but 
they can not both receive the same treatment. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I think the Senator missed 
the point I have iD mwd. There were thousa~ds of soldiers in 

Europe for a long time after Nowmber 11, 1918, were tllere 
not? 

Mr. REED. Yes; they were there for four years after that. 
Mr. COPELAND. Anyway, they were there until the final 

termination of the war on July 2, 1921. It may have happened 
that a soldier was out on some ad\anced line on the 12th of 
November, the day after the armistice, and on his way back his 
motor cycle ran over a bomb, which blew off a leg. That man 
was just as much in line of duty as a man who lost his leg on 
the lOth of November, the date preceding the armistice. 

Mr. REED. Of course, Mr. President, that man would re
ceive very generous compensation under the \Vorld \Var vet
erans' act. · 

Mr. COPELAND. Would he receive as much as he would 
under this proposed law? 

Mr. REED. This is merely an additional allowance of $25 a 
month for men who lost limbs while in the service during the 
period of hostilities. 

M:r. COPELAND. Of course, " while in senice " would not 
necessarily mean a wound from some missile. 

Mr. REED. Oh, no. Only about one-fourth of the men in 
military service in the World "\Yar ever heard a hostile shot 
fired. 

Mr. COPELAND. What is the real reason, then, why the sol
dier who lost a limb between the 11th of November and the 2d 
day of July, 1921, which was the official end of the war, if he 
were in active service in line of duty, should not have exactly 
the same treatment as a man who' lost his limb before the 
armistice? 

Mr. REED. The House did not think so, and tlle Senate 
Finance Committee did not think so, although a pretty strong 
argument may be made in favor of such a contention. 

Mr. COPELAND. Does not the Senator from Pennsylvania 
think so? 

Mr. REED. No; frankly, I do not. I think we made a great 
mistake in the beginning, when we treated injuries after the 
armistice as injuries incurred in the war. I think those men 
were in no more danger than the men iu the Army to-day who 
naturally are constantly being hurt. I do not think that in
juries after November 11, 1918, should be treated any differently 
from injuries received in any other period of peace. 

Mr. COPELAND. They are a good deal like accidents in 
civil life, I take it? 

Mr. REED. Yes. However, we have done it, and we can not 
take back what we have oP.ce given. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, may I say to the Senator that 
if the injury was incurred in line of duty between November 11, 
1918, and the actual end of the war, July 2, 1921, we have 
treated the soldier differently so far as compensation is con
cerned.. The only thing denied him is this additional $25. 

Mr. REED. That is exactly correct. 
l\ir. COPELAND. As I felt the other uay, when we had under 

consideration the other bill, I fail to get the distinction here. 
It does seem to me as if this date should be the date of the 
termination of the war. I am not going to press the matter, but 
at the same time I feel keenly that that would be only just. 

1\Ir. WATSON. Mr. President, this measure has the very cor
dial indorsement of the Director of the Veterans' Bureau, who 
made an elaborfite statement to the committee, in which he set 
forth the reasons why, in his judgment, it should be passed. 

We all know that, as an original proposition, the Legion was 
not for a pension bill or a pension system. They promised when 
we passed the bonus act that they would not ask for pensions; 
and yet, because of present conditions, they came to indorse this 
bill. The indorsement was given by Mr. John Thomas Taylor, 
their representative here, who read into the record a telegram 
from 0. L. Bodenhamer, the national commander. 'I ask unani
mous con ·ent to insert that telegram in the RECORD as part of 
my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

The telegram referred to is as follows : 
[Telegram] 

JOHN THOMAS TAYLOR, 

Wash-ington, D. 0.: 

lXDIANAPOLIS, l.:-<D., June 1?:1, 1930. 

Press reports that the House has sustained presidential veto o! H. R. 
10381 by vote of 188 to 181 and that House has passed new bill for 
disabled men by vote of 365 to 4. Am informed that this new bill con
tains some 37 amendments which include practically all of those con
tained in the original House bill. Our request for the extension of 
time in which to bring suits on insurance claims is not met by the new 
bill, nor is the comptroller taken out of the bm·eau as we requested. Re
quest that you suggest to the Senate committee having charge of this 
'legislation that these two changes be made. 
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The proposed am€ndment to section 200 is ·a departure from - the · 

established policy of the Legion, and I am therefore in no position to 
comment thereupon. The Legion presented and urged its proposed 
amendment to section 200 to the House committee and to the House 
itself and to the Senate Finance Committee, but after due consideration 
the House bas selected this new method of disability compensation in 
preference to the Legion proposal. The press bas carried the news con• 
stantly that this was done with the approval of the President. Under 
these circumstances, it is fair to assume that this legislation has his 
indorsement and that he will sign the bill. Undoubtedly this legi.sla
tion will benefit thousands of disabled veterans whose disabilities have 
not been proved service-connected under existing law, but many of whom 
are entitled to the benefit of the doubt. Senate Finance Committee will 
doubtless hold immediate hearings on this bill. I request that you 
speak for me and assure them of our appreciation of their interest in 
this disability legislation and urg:e them to report out iiD.mediately the 
bHl with amendments suggested above, thus making possible the speedy 
enactment of this legislation into law. Am sure that veterans and the 
American people as a whole will be happy to see this immediate ·relief 
for our disabled. The Legion is unselfish and sincere in its desire for 
speedy action. Regards. 

0. L. B9DilNHAMER, 
National Commander. 

Mr. WATSON. Mr. President, this measure, in my judgment, 
is one the House will approve, and one the President will 
approve, and I think we ought to accept a measure which this 
body will approve, which the House will approve, and which 
the President will approve, and finish this legislation. 

Mr. President and Senators, we have started out on a pension 
system so far as the soldiers of the World War are concerned; 
we have come to it in this measure; and we all know that in 
the days to come, with each succeeding session of Congress, the 

· rates provided are likely to be increased, and will be increased, 
from time to time, just as they have been in the case of the 
soldiers of the Civil War, and just as they have been increased 
in the case of the soldiers of the Spanish-American War. So 
I think that it is not essential that these rates should be so 
high in the beginning. Therefore I am opposed to in erting in 
this particular bill at this particular time the rates provided 
in the Spanish-American War soldiers' bill. It is useless to 
argue an amendment until it is proposed, but when it is pro
posed we can then give our reasons why the rates which will 
be suggested should not be adopted at this time. 

Mr. President, I do not care to make any further remarks on 
this subject, but I do earnestly trust that this bill will pass as 
it came from the Finance Committee, because I believe that the 
Hou e will approve it, and I am sure the President will 
appro"\'e it 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. 1\!r. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Indiana 

yield to the Senator from Montana? 
Mr. WATSON. I yield. 
Mr. WALSH of Montana. I hope the Senator will tell us a 

little more in detail about the amendment proposed by the com
mittee on page 6. I refer to the amendment relating to the 
statute of limitations. 

Mr. WATSON. I am not at all well to-day, and I am going 
to turn the measure over to the Senator from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, the amendment on page 6 amounts 
to an extension of one year for the bringing of suits under term
insurance policies. Without that amendment from now on no 
suit could be brought on term-insurance policies which fell due 
more than six years ago, but if this amendment is adopted, it 
is equivalent to giving an additional year to the holders of such 
policies to bring their suits. Does that answer the Senator's 
question? 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. It answers the question, hut it 
answers it unfortunately. Accordingly, if the right accrued two 
years ago, although suit can now be brought, there would not 
be that right under this proposed statute except for one year 
after its enactment. Suppose the right accrued in 1927 ; under 
the existing law the veteran has six years from the time the 
right accrued within which to bring the action, which would 
mean 1933, but the provision in this bill would cut that down 
to a year after the pa age of the act. 

Mr. REED. That is true, Mr. President; it would have that 
effect. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I trust we are not going to take 
from the veterans any rights which they now have. 

:Mr. R:ffiED. ·Mr. President, it is a mere speeding up of the 
process of settlement of term insurance. The United States 
Government is going to be the loser to the extent of about 
$1,000,000,000 on its liability under tho e old-term insurance 
policies, and the sooner we can liquidate and determine the 
amount of our bill the better it will be. That is what the com
mittee had in mind in adopting this language. 

· ·Mr. W AL'SH ·of Montana. It seems to me that is exceedingly 
drastic, Mr.- President. The complaints of the veterans with : 
respect to the statute of limitations provision seem to me to be 
very meritorious· and very well founded. 
· The amendment proposed by the committee concludes as 

follows: 
And no suit on United States Government life (converted) insurance 

shall be allowed under this section unless the same shall have been 
brought within _six years after the -right accrued for which the claim is 
made. 

The trouble about that, Mr. President, is that the insurance · 
policy entitles the surviving dependents to recover in the event 
the veteran's death or the insured himself to recover in the event 
of his total disability. Section 300 of the World War vet- . 
erans' act of 1924 reads : · 

In order to give to every commissioned officer and enlisted man and 
to every member of the Army Nurse Corps (female) and of the Navy 
Nurse Corps (female) when employed in the service under the War 
Department or the Navy Department protection for themselves and 
dependents, the United States, . upon application to the ·bureau and 
without medical examination shall grant United States Government 
life insurance (converted insur;ance) against the death or total perma- , 
nent d_isability of any such person in any multiple of $500-

And so on and so forth. 
Under that provision the insured who suffers total permanent 

disability is required to institute his action within six years 
from the time the right accrues. But now who shall determine 
when it accrues? Take the case of a veteran afilicted with · 
tuberculosis. Here is a man who has insurance which entitles 
him to recover in the event of total permanent disability. Who 
shall say when a man afl:licted with tuberculosis suffered perma
nent total disability. · 

Mr. REED. If there is any evidence the jury is the tribunal 
to determine the question. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Oh, yes; but let us consider the 
fact that tuberculosis is a lingering disease. In the beginning 
one afl:licted with it is not totally disabled at all ; he can do light 
work, and the disease may continue dormant for many years 
gradually possibly growing worse, and under some circum~ 
stances immediately flaring up and becoming exceedingly acute. 
When, pray, does the right of action of that man on his 
insurance commence? 

Mr. REED. At ·the time of his total disability, when he could 
not do any more work. 

1t1r. WALSH of Montana. Exactly; but he is always hope
ful-that is a characteristic, as physicians will testify of the 
disease-he is satisfied that he is go~ng to get well and' that be 
i~ not going to be permanently di abled, and so be puts off from 
time to time the institution of his action to recover on his in
surance, being him elf unable to assert that he i permanently 
and totally disabled. So he puts i_t off from time to time, and 
eventually the Government comes m and says that he bas had 
tuberculosis more than six years and has been permanently 
disabled all that time and, therefore, be is not entitled to recover 
on the policy. That is a very unfortunate situation. 

1\fr. REED. I never beard of such a case happening. 
Mr. WALSH of Montana. I have called attention to the 

situation as set forth by Mr. Pugh, of my State, who for years 
has been handling, without compensation of any kind whatever, 
scores of these cases before the Veterans' Bureau, himself a 
veteran and a lawyer of some distinction, who calls attention 
to the fact that the veteran is called upon to decide the time 
when he is permanently totally disabled, when physicians will . 
disagree about the matter, and the Veterans' Bureau bas been ; 
unable thus far to lay down any rule by which the fact can be 
determined. He must apply to the bureau for his insurance, 
and his claim must be allowed. They mu t determine whether 
be is or is not permanently disabled. Under those circum
stances, why should be not have a definite time after that de
termination by the bureau within which to institute his suit? 

Mr. REED. Mr. Pre ident, the case that the Senator su('l'ge ts 
is almost impossible of occurrence. If the Government claims 
that the man is permanently disabled, the neces ary result of 
that claim by the Government is tbe immediate payment of the 
b~ne:fits. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Oh, but the Government will claim 
that be has been permanently disabled for more than six years. 

Mr. REED. I never beard of a case where the Government 
made that claim and at the same time refu ed to pay the policy. 

1\ir. WALSH of Montana. That is tile effect of pleading the 
statute of limitations. They imply plead that his right accrued 
more than six years prior to the institution of hi action. 

Mr. REED. Major Roberts, of the Veterans' Bureau, tells 
me the!e ne_"\'er was such a case. 



1930 -. ' CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-- SENATE -
Mr. WALSH of Montana. But, the Senator, as a lawyer, can 

see that that is easily possible. 
l\Ir. REED. I can see that it is possible, yes, but it never has 

happened. It would be a confession of wrongdoing for the 
bureau to take such a step. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. By no means. The bureau contests 
his claim. The bureau contends, as a matter of fact, for some 
reason or other that he is not entitled to recover, and it also 
claims that even if he were entitled to recover the statute of 
limitations bars him. 

Wby, Mr. President, ordinarily a man who pleads the statute 
of limitations does not admit that but for the statute of limi
tation he · would be liable. He contends that for various 
reasons he ·is not liable; but he also contends that even if he 
were liable the statute of limitations has run, and that has 
barred the action. 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, we must bear in mind~ too, that 
in addition to the statute of limitations which is set up against 
suits on these policies there. is. a provision that the statute 
shall be tolled for the period while the claim is under con
sideration by the bureau. The sum total of those two periods
the 6-yea~ · statute {)f limitations plus the time when the bureau 
was con idering the claim--{)rdinarily amounts to a very con
siderable period; and it is necessary to have some point at 
which these suits are cut off, because we can all see the diffi
culty under which the Government labors in securing evidence 
to meet the claim of a condition which is peculiarly personal 
to the veteran him elf and is peculiarly hard for the Govern
ment to prove or disprove. The Government has to have some 
protection in this matter or these stale claims will come in 
20 years afterwards, and the Government will be absolutely 
defen ele..,s. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Really, the idea of the great 
Government of the United States being at a disadvantage in a 
lawsuit with a veteran would strike the ordinary lawyer as 
rather remarkable. With all the power at their COD:lmand, all 
of the forces of the Government at their back, and all of the 
money that they need for the defense of the case and the 
preparation of it, it seems rather startling to assert that the 
Government is at ·a disadvantage. 

Mr. REED. Perhaps that seems startling; but the {}lain 
truth is that about half these suits are lost because of the 
sympathy of the jury, which is invariably against the Govern
ment and with the plaintiff. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. The Senator, I am sure, would not 
have it otherwise. 

Mr. REED. I am not sorry about that; no; but that is the 
plain truth-that the defense of the suit is extremely difficult. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. But it seems to me we ought at 
least to give the Government no great benefit out of a technical 
defense like the statute -of limitations. Of course, I agree that 
there should be some limit, but why is there not a sufficient limit 
if we begin the running of the statute when the case is finally 
disposed of by the Veterans' Bureau? Then he is required to 
bring the suit within a certain time. I would make the limit 
less. I would make it, say, about three years after the deter
mination by the director. The veteran might in the first place 
conceive that perhaps, after all, he had better accept the decision 
of the director; but later · on he might consult some attorney 
about the matter, who would convince him that he could have 
the determination of the director reversed. So I should say 
that he ought to have at least three years from the time of the 
determination of the director rejecting the claim within which 
to institute suit, if be desires to do so. 

Mr. REED. He has even better than that under the con
verted insurance. He has six years, plus all the time that the 
bureau was sitting on his case. . 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Yes, but -six years from the time 
his total permanent disability- arose; and the trouble is about 
determining when that is. As I have indicated, a man will 
put it off and put it off and put it off and put it off in the case 
of tuberculosis; and even in the case of neuropsychiatric cases 
it often occurs that a man who is stark mad, in the estimation 
of all his friends and associates, still insists that he is as sound 
mentally as any man, and so he will not make an application for 
relief in a case of that kind, nor will he permit his friends to 
make an application for relief for total permanent disability. 
The cases are sad ones; and I think that in respect to a matter 
of that kind the interposition of a purely technical defense, we 
ought not to give the Government. the advantage which this 
statute affords, ·and particularly I am sure that we ought not to 
take away from the veterans rights which they now have. 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, just a word in reply -to the sug
gestion in r~gard _to the man wh~ is sta!k mad. 

LXXII-760 

Under the law the statute of limitations does riot run· against · 
an incompetent during the period of the incompetency. That 
is true both as to minor dependents of the veteran and as to 
the.veteran himself if he is incompetent mentally . . No injustice 
is done them. 

l\fr. WALSH of Montana. That is quite right; but we are . 
still confronted with the proposition of determining when his 
mental incompetency-' arose. 

Mr. REED. It is a matter of utter indifference under this 
phase of the matter. It does not affect the statute of limita
tions at all. The policy is not due until he becomes · incom- ·• 
petent; and the moment he is incompetent, · and the policy falls 
due, his incompetency tolls the statute. · There is not any 
statute running against him. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Of comse, that is correct; but we . 
still encounter the question as to when he did become incom· , 
petent. 

Mr. REED. Of course, we have that in every case; but we 
can not affect that by statute, because it is a question of fact · 
in each case. · 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Yes; except it is put as I suggest, 
that the running of the statute is started at the time the direc
tor rejects the claim. Then we have a definite date from which 
we can start the running of the statute. 

I have offered an amendment to this part of the bill, Mr. 
President. I will ask that a page_ bring it to me. 

l\Ir. REED. The Senator has noted the language of line 10, 
on page 6; has he not? 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Yes; on line 10 it provides that . 
suit mu t be brought within one year after the rejection of the· 
claim by the director, in the case of the yearly renewable term 
insmance ; but with respect to the converted insurance the. 
statute remains six years from the time the right accrues. 

Mr. REED. Oh, yes; and it ought to. This is legislation 
for the future. Surely it would be a shocking thing if I, for 
example, could come to the director 20 years from now, and · 
say, "I was disabled back in 1930, and I want you to pay me. 
my insurance." The director would say, "No; I will not do it· 
Your evidence does not convince me." Then I would have three 
years, commencing at the time he said that, in 1950, to bring 
a suit that I ought to have brought this year. That is the way 
it would work out. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Of course, the lapse of time, in all 
reasonable probability, in such a case as the Senator suggests, 
would itself operate to deny the reasonableness of the claim. 

Mr. REED. It ought to. It would in some eases, but not in 
all. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, I move to amend 
the amendment by striking out "one year," in line 9, page 6, 
and substituting in lieu thereof " three years." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will state the amend 
ment {)ffered by the Senator from Montana to the amendment 
of the committee. , 

The CHIEF CLERK. In the .committee amendment, on page 6, 
line 9, strike out "one year" and insert "three years," so that 
it will read : 

No suit on yearly renewable term insurance shall be allowed under 
this section unless the same shall have been brought within one year 
after the date of approval of this amendatory act or within three years 
after final disallowance of the claim by the director, whichever is the 
later date, and no suit on United States Government life (converted) 
insurance shall be allowed under this section unless the same shall 
have been brought within six years after the right accrued for which 
the claim is made. 

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to. · 
_ The amendment, as ameiJded, was agreed to. 

"DIKE ACROSS CAMAS SLoUGH, WASH. 

Mr.· J.ONES. Mr. Presid~nt, I have here a matter that is 
rather urgent, because Qf the nearnes~ of the ~nd o-f the session. 
-A similar bill is on the calendar in the House. 

I desire to report, f:fom the Committee on Commerce, a bill 
-I>ermitting the construction of a dike across a slough on the 
Columbia River without interfering with navigation and wit4-
out deyeloping wate_r po~er; and I submit .11: ~eportJNo. 1~39) 
thereon. I ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the report 
will be received, . · · 

Is there. obje-ction to the present consideration of the bill? · -
There being no 'objection, the Senate proceeded to consider 

the ·bill ( S. 4663) ·granting the consent of Congi·ess for the 
constructiOI\ of a dike or dam across the head of Camas Slough 

-to L~dy Island on the Columbi_a River in tbe State of Washing-
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ton, which bad been reported from the Committee on Commerce 
with amendments. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, is this a House bill? . 
·Mr. JONES. No; it is a Senate bill. A House bill on the 

subject is on the calendar in the House; and if I can get this 
bill over there it will expedite the passage of the measure. 

The amendments were, on page 1, line 5, before the word " or," 
to strike out " dyke " and insert "dike" ; in the same line, 
before the word "at," to insert "(Washougal Slough)"; in line 
8, before the word " or," to strike out " dyke " and insert 
."dike"; in line 10, before the words "Chief of Engineers," to 
strike out "Secretary of War and the"; on page 2, line 1, after 
the word "Army," to insert "and the Secretary of War"; in 
the same line, before the words "And f 'urtller prot'idea," to 
insert " Provided further, That in approving the plans for said 
dike or dam such conditions and stipulations may be i):nposed 
as the Chief of Engineers and the Secretary of War may deem 
nece sary to protect the present and future interests of the 
United States"; on page 2, line 2, to change the word "dyke" 
to " dike " ; and after line 3, to insert the following additional 
section: 

SEc. 2. The authority granted by this act shall cease and be null and 
void unless the actual construction of said dike or dam hereby author
ized is commenced within one year and completed within three years 
from the date of approval of this act. 

So as to make the bill read : 
Be i t enacted, etc., That the consent of Congress is hereby granted to 

the Crown Willamette Paper Co., of Portland, Oreg., to constn1ct a 
dike or dam across Camas Slough (Washougal Slough) at a point near 
the mouth of ~Washougal River to Lady Island, State of Washington : 
Provided, That the work of constructing this dike or dam shall not be 
commenced until the plans therefor have been filed with and approved by 
the Chief of Engineers of the United States Army and the Secretary of 
War: Provided f1trther, That in approving the plans for said dike or 
dam such conditions and stipulations may be imposed as the Chief of 
Engineers and the Secretary of War may deem necessary to protect the 
present and future interests of the United States : And pr&Videa further, 
That this act shall not be construed to authorize the use of such dike 
or dam to develop water power or generate hydroelectric energy. 

SEc. 2. The authority granted by this act shall cease and be null and 
void unless the actual construction of said dike or dam hereby author
ized is commenced withfu one year and completed within three years 
from the date of approval of this act. ' 

SEc. 3. That the right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby 
expressly reserved. 

The amendments were agreed to. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 

the third time, and passed. 
The title was amended so as to read: "A bill granting the 

consent of Congress for the construction of a dike or dam across 
the head of Camas Slough (Washougal Slough) to Lady Island 
on the Columbia River in the State of Washington." 

RELIEF O:F WORLD W AB VETERANS 

The Senate resumed the consideration of the· bill (H. R. 
13174) to amend the World War veterans' act, 1924, as amended. 

The next amendment of the Committee on Finance was, on 
page 8, after line 22, to insert : 

Upon a report by a district attorney or any special attorney having 
charge of the defense of any suit instituted under this section showing in 
detail the condition of the claim and the terms under which the same may 
be compromised, and recommending that it be compromised upon the 
terms so offered, the Attorney General is authorized, with the approval 
of the court, to compromise such claim, and the court is authorized to 
enter a judgment in accordance with such compromise. When such 
compromise is reduced to judgment, the director is authorized and directed 
to make an award in payment of such judgment, under section 16 of the 
World War veterans' act, 1924, as amended, if the compromise relates to 
yearly renewable term insurance, and/or under section 17 of the World 
War veterans' act, 1924, as amended, if the compromise relates to 
United States Government life (converted) insurance, and the appro
priation fo.r military and naval insurance and/or the United States 
Government life insurance fund is hereby made available for the pay
ment, respectively, of such judgments. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, I have a minor 
amendment I would like to offer to this section, which probably 
will be accepted by the Senator from Pennsylvania, although I 
have not had an opportunity to confer with him. The amend
ment is on page 9, line 3, after the word "general," to insert 
the words " upon presentation to the court of his reasons in 
writing." · 

The purpose of the amendment is to try to lessen the local pres
sure and the possible collusion which might be exerted to help 

b~~ about settlements of cases.. It would piace the final respon
sibility upon the Attorney General and require him to state in 
writing to the court his reasons -for settling cases. 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, it occurs to me that that might 
embarrass the Attorney General; but I think the wise thing to 
do is to accept the amendment for the present. 

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to. 
The amendment as ame~ded was agreed to. 
The next amendment was on page 15, line 15. 
Mr. REED. That amendment is merely in order to get rid 

of a comma which bas no business there. 
The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 16, line 1 after the word 

"claims," to strike out the comma and the folldwing: 
That the provisions of this act shall apply only to ex-service men 

who entered the service, were inducted or who applied for enlistment, 
prior to November 12, 1918, and their dependents, but payment to any 
persons now receiving benefits under the act shall not be discontinued 
by reason of this proviso for a period of one year following approval 
of this amendatory act. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was on page 16, line 25, to strike out the 

colon and the following : 
Provided, That no disability allowance under this paragraph shall be 

payable to any person not entitled to exemption from the payment of a 
Federal income tax for the year preceding the filing of application for 
such disability allowance under this paragraph.. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 17, to strike out lines 21 

to 25 and lines 1, 2, and 3 on page 18, as follows : 
The Secretary of the Treasury is hereby directed, upon the request 

of tbe director to transmit to the director a certificate stating whether 
the veteran who is applying for a disability allowance under this p'ara
graph was entitled to exemption from the payment of a Federal income 
tax for the year preceding the filing of application for the disability 
allowance, and such certificate shall be conclusive evidence· of the facts 
stated therein. 

Mr. FESS. Mr. President, I would like to ask the Senator 
from Pennsylvania a question about this. 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, this is the second income-tax pro
vision. The bill as it came from the House provided that no 
veteran who had enough income to be required to pay an income 
tax should get the benefit of this disability allowance. The 
Finance Committee, on a division, struck that out. 

Mr. FESS. Mr. President, I would like to have the attention 
of the Senator just a little while on that amendment. 

Pension legislation is always a sensitive subject to discuss, 
especially if what one is about to say might seem adverse. I 
had hoped that the views of the American Legion-that we 
would not enter upon pension legislation thus early-might be 
the view of the Senate and of the House and of the adminis
tration. As was stated he,re !! while ago when we were discuss
ing the question of adjusted compensation, one of the strongest 
arguments for the paid-up insurance plan finally adopted, which 
would result in a settlement in 20 years, was that it would 
defer pension legislation for at least a reasonable time. 

I think anyone conversant with the history of our country 
knows that pension legislation is inevitable, that it is bound to 
come. It is coming a good deal earlier than I had anticipated. 
I thought that in all probability it might be deferred until the 
settlement of the paid-up insurance policies, and for that reason 
I have urged on veterans that we not enter upon the regular 
pension system with the World War veterans until at least such 
period had elapsed that the need became obvious. I know such 
a time is coming, and it is only a matter of time as to bow 
soon it will come. 

Mr. REED. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. MoNABY in the chair). 

Does the Senator from Ohio yield to the Senator from Pennsyl
vania? 

Mr. FESS. I yield. 
Mr. RIDED. Does not the Senator think there is an important 

difference between disability pensions, such as are provided here, 
and general service pensions, which go to every veteran regard· 
less of disability? 

Mr. FESS. ·Yes; that is true. 
Mr. BORAH. That is true, but it will be only a short time 

before the other demand comes. 
Mr. FESS. The Senator is right. 
Mr. REED. I am afraid the Senator is right, but it seems 

to me that_ compared with the bonus system the pending bill is 
infinitely superior. The bonus, no matter what we called it, was 
~ pension paid to veterans regardless of their need for it. The 
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benefits under this legislation would go only to veterans whose 
need is unmistakable. 

Mr. FESS. The Senator is correct, as I see it. 
.l'here is a very pronounced determination on the part of every 

Senator and every :Member of the House, and I think of all of 
our citizens, to do the right thing with those who bore the 
colors and subjected themselves to the embarrassment and dan
ger of war. One of the .most outstanding pieces of legislation 
jn the history of the world in reference to pensions was the 
World War veterans' act, known as the war-risk insurance 
legi lation. which wa suggested by the then Secretary of the 
Treasury I think, Mr. McAdoo, who came before the committees 
of Congr~ss and made a very strong presentation, in which be 
made this very significant statement: 

Our soldiers are not yet in action, and therefore no one has fallen, 
but they will be in action very soon, and they will be suffering disability 
and the casualties of war. 

He therefore suggested that instead of following the old plan, 
waiting until a soldier was disabled, we immediately make pro
vision, even before anyone had fallen, to take care not only of 
any who might fall but also of their dependents. I regard war
risk legislation, which wa signed on the 6th or 7th of October, 
1917, as one of the most far-reaching and humane bits of legisla
tion in the history of warfare. 

As every one will note, that legislation provided fo~ three 
major items: First, compensation ; second, allotment and allow
ance; third, insurance. I see in the Senate now those who were 
Members of the House of Representatives at the time that ques
tion was being discussed, and they will recall that an amend
ment was offered to add a fourth major item; namely, a pro
vision for rehabilitation by the Government of disabled sol
diers. While that was not made a part of the law, it was taken 
up after elaborate survey and was written into a separate meas
ure, and the amount of money expended under that provision 
of the law looking to the rehabilitation of the wounded or other
wise disabled soldier was an enormous amount. It went away 
beyond what any of 'us thought it would cost. I recall that 
when a $2,000,000 authorization was asked as tbe initial provi
sion there was a considerable opposition on account of the 
amount. Yet all of us recall single sessions wh~n nearly 
$50,000,000 was recommended for a particular year. 

That work, so far as the soldier is concerned, is about com
pleted. The other provisions of the law, however, are opera
tive, and I think are quite effective. 

I had hoped that that law · would obviate the necessity for 
pension legislation, and for that reason I have been urging that 
we not enter upon that policy. But there is no doubt about the 
pension legislation. If it does not come now, it will come in 
due time. 

My concern about the matter is whether we are going to re
gard at all the que"tion of the need of the soldier, or whether 
we are going to regard it as a principle that, no matter who 
went into the war or what his condition was when be came out, 
he should be paid a pension anyway. Some people would go so 
far as to say that even if he did not come out disabled he 
should be paid a pension. Others say that if he comes out dis
abled he ought to be rated. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, will the Senator yield.? 
Mr. FESS. I yield. 
Mr. BORAH. Does not the Senator think that the system 

upon which we are entering through this legislation will in
evitably go to the point which he is now discussing? 

Mr. FESS. I think so. _, 
Mr. BORAH. I think it is unfair and unjust to the veteran 

and unfair to the taxpayers of the United States. This pension 
system does not meet the problem, and yet it will fasten upon 
the taxpayer a stupendous burden. 

Mr. FESS. In other words, if the question of the need is en· 
tirely eliminated, then the necessity to show disability will be 
eliminated in a very little while. 

1\fr. BORAH. Certainly. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The hour of 2 o'clock having 

arrived, the Chair lays before the Senate the unfinished business, 
which will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERIC A bill (H. R. 10288) to regulate the trans
portation of persons in interstate and foreign commerce by 
motor carriers operating on the public highways. 

Mr. REED. I a k that the unfinished business be temporarily 
laid aside, that the Senate may continue the consideration of the 
World War veterans' bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it will be so 
ordered. 

Mr. FESS. My thought was that if this is to be our policy, 
recognizing the tremen<lous charge that is bound to come, we 
ought to proceed as we have heretofore proceeded in reference 

to Civil War veterans and Spanish-American War veterans; 
that is, to base the relief on the needs in time so that those who 
are to-day perfectly well and sound may hereafter in old age 
cbtain some sort of pension. Two boys of my own family served 
in the World War. One of them went through the drives in 
France. Neither one is in position now to justify any claim of 
relief from the Government, and I should be ashamed of them 
if they should .at this .stage. But there may be a time, when 
feebleness comes on, when there might be a justification -such 
as we require now in the case of Civil War veterans and 
Spanish-American War veterans. I am discussing that feature 
of the matter. But only 12 years after the close of the 'Vorld 
War we are entering upon a policy which in time will embrace 
the 4,300,000 soldiers of the World War. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICE~. Does the Senator from Ohio 

yield to the Senator from Idaho? 
Mr. FESS. I yield. · 
Mr. BORAH. Has the Senator from Ohio or the Secretary of 

the Treasury or any other distinguished financier undertaken 
to estimate what this system is going to cost us? 

Mr. FESS. I do not think anyone can estimate what it will 
ultimately cost. 

Mr. BORAH. The sky is the limit. 
l\1r. REED. The cost of the provisions of the bill have been 

very carefully estimated. 
Mr. FESS. I understand so; but the Senator from Idaho 

means the ultimate cost. 
Mr. BORAH. Under the system which we are inaugurating 

by this bill, it will inevitably take the course that all other pen· 
sion systems have taken. 

Mr. FESS. I do not mean to say we can not estimate what 
the particular measure will cost us for the next year or two, 
but I mean that nobody can tell what it will ultimately cost us. 
If we start out 12 years after the war on the theory that we are 
not going to regard need at all as tbe element of compensation, 
then the next step will be service without reference to dis
ability, and if we reach that stage the minimum probably will 
be $12 a month. What would that amount to? It would be 
something like $600,000,000 a year and that would be only the 
beginning. 

Every Senator is anxious to do the right thing by the soldier 
of course. There is no question about that. But it seems to me 
we ought to go slowly on this particular item. Tl!ere ought to 
be the element of need entering into tbe matter, especially if 
the veteran has an income sufficient to require the payment of 
an income tax. Why should a single man, for instance, receiv
ing $4 a day, be put on the same basis as the person who has no 
inceme at all, but is indigent? If he is a married man, or if 
he be a single man having dependents which would place him 
in the category with married men, he would have to have an 
income of $3,500. Why should we say, through a maudlin 
system, that if a man is getting $3,500 a year he should be 
treated in the regard of the Government just the same as one 
who is unfortunate and indigent? It does not seem to me rea
sonable. 

Mr. BORAH. That is the fundamental basis of the pension 
system. There is no reason for taking into consideration the 
question of income if we are going to adopt the pension system. 
We are simply delaying the matter a short time. It will be a 
very short time until all these matters will be wiped out and 
the question of service alone will be the basis upon which we 
will enact our legislation. Well, that is not the true principle 
upon which to base legislation for the World War veteran. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ohio 

yield to the Senator from Tennessee? 
Mr. FESS. I yield. 
Mr. McKELLAR. What would the Senator do in the case of 

widows whose husbands were killed during the war? If a man 
was killed during the war and left a dependent widow and per
haps some small children, are they not just as deserving? 

Mr. FESS. The Senator knows that be and I assisted in the 
enactment of legislation that covers such cases and which is now 
upon the statute books. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Not for World War veterans. 
Mr .. FESS. Oh, yes. That was covered by the World War 

act of 1917. 
Mr. R])])D. The World War veterans' act of 1924 provides 

an allowance for the widow of a soldier as long as she remains 
unmarried. 

l\ir. FESS. Yes. 
l\!r. COUZENS. 1\Ir. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ohio 

yield to the Senator from Michigan? 
Mr. FESS. I yield. 
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1\Ir. COUZENS. Does the Senator think this particular 

amendment, to which the committee did-not agree, covers the 
grounu with respect to exempting those who do not need com
pensation? In other words, · the -·provisions which the committee 
struck out contemplated that if the veterans pay an income 
tax then they are not to receive the pension or compensation 
under the act. That is not a correct line of demarcation be
tween those who should have the disability pens!on and those 
who should not have it. 

Mr. FESS. It may .not be, but I think that is good evidence 
of the financial condition of the claimant. 

Mr. COUZENS. But it is not equitable evidence. In other 
words, a person who works for his income and labors for it 
may have to pay an income tax and therefore not receive a 
disability allowance, while a person who has an income from 
dividends on tax-exempt bonds might be able to collect the dis
ability allowance. If we are going to establish a rule to pre
vent from getting a disability allowance those who pay an in
come tax, we ought to adopt it on some other basis than the 
payment of the income tax. 

Mr. FESS. I agree with the Senator. 1 see that inequity 
and wish we could get rid of it. But where the evidence can 
not be disputed we ought not to go to the extent of saying 
that those people are on the same basis for demanding relief 
from the Government as is the man who was injured. I hope 
that this amendment will not be accepted. 

Mr. COUZENS. Does the Senator mean the committee 
amendment? 

Mr. FESS. Yes; the committee proposes to strike out the 
prov.ision we have been discussing. 

Mr. COUZENS. If the Senate agrees to the provision in the 
bill which the committee struck out, it will be doing an equal 
injustice. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ohio 

yield to the Senator from Kentucky? 
.1\Ir. FESS. I yield. 
l\1r. BARKLEY. I would like to call the Senator's attention 

to this fact. Of course, the $40, which is the maximum allow
ance carried in the bill, is for total disability. It is incon
ceivable that any man totally disabled would ever have an in
come that would make it necessary for bini to pay an income 
tax unless he receives it from some other source than his labor 
or profession or whatever it may be. He may receive an in
come from investments wholly independent of .his own pen;ona1 
activities. But the ordinary man who is totally disabled so as 
to come within the maximum provision of the bill can not be 
earning eJ?.ough money from his current activities to require 
the payment of an income tax. Besides that the Secretary · of 
the Treasury would be required under the provisions of the bill 
to tertify those who paid income taxes for the previous year. 
Er-en though a man may have been in full health and strength 
and had been earning enough money to pay an income tax for 
the previous year, there is no assurance that he would con
tinue that condition for another year. It would be 12 months 
after the end of the year for which the income tax would be 
payable before the Secretary of the Treasury would know 
whether for the current year he was subject to pay another 
income tax. It strikes me that to require the Secretary of the 
Treasury to issue a certificate as to the past year is not the 
proper way to do it. · 

If it were found that for 1929, for instance, a soldier paid an 
income tax he would be barred from the provisions of the bill, 
although he might have become totally disabled at the begin
ning of the year 1930 and the Secretary of the Treasury could 
not know that fact until 1931, when he would · have to certify 
the taxable list for the year 1930. 

Mr. FESS. If there would be an inequity of that sort it 
could be corrected. That is what I fear, I will say to the Sena
tor from Kentucky. We are entering upon a general principle. 
There will be any number of people, such as the Senator men
tions, who would not be covered by the law, as is 'the case in 
our Spanish-American and Civil War veterans. There will be 
individual bills introduced for the relief of individual World 
War veterans. If the Senator remains here very long -he will 
have any number of people, riot covered by the law which we 
are about to enact, who will appeal to him to introduce special 
bills for their relief. When we fix the limitation, if there is 
any, as to who the bill will include and then consider the 
widows and the orphans, and then the special bills which will 
come before us to cover cases which the pending bill does not 
cover, I can not see an:rthing except, as the Senator from Idaho 
[Mr. BORAH] said, that " the sky is the limit." 

It seems to me that we should largely be guided not only by 
the interest of the veterans, but also by the interests of the tax
payer, whose welfare the veterans always regard. I have 

thought that need, which is really the proper basis for com
pensation of this kind, for which the Senator and I would 
have much respect, is 1 the better basis than that provided for 
in the bill, and that therefore we ought not to adopt the pro
posed policy . now. 

l\Ir. BARKLEY. I am impressed with the force of what the 
Senator from Ohio has said. I think it would have been much 
better at this stage of our legislation to have accepted even an 
extension of the theory which has marked all of our legislation II 
thus far, that compensation or allowance, or pension or what
ever it may be called, should in some way be connected with 
disability incurred as a result of the war in which they sery-ed. 
Of course, the fact that we could not get that sort of legislation 
is what brings- this bill here now. We are not responsible for 
the situation. We have to deal with it as it is before us. I 
think the committee did not strike out this language through 
any desire that men who did not need the compensation should 
receive it, but it was the view and opinion that the cost of 
administering it under the different situations that might arise 
would really amount to more than would justify it and make it 
wise to provide in this-language. 

Mr. FESS. I appreciate the attitude the Senator from Ken
tucky is taking, but I think it would be much better legislation 
if we disagreed to the committee amendment and let the bill 
pass without the amendment in it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The que&tion is upon agreeing 
to the committee amendment on page 17. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
· The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will state the next 

amendment. 
The next amendment of the Committee on Finance was, on 

page 29, line 1, after the word "incompetent," to insert the 
word "veteran," so as to read: · 

SEc. 214. Where an incompetent veteran receiving disability compen
sation under the provisions of this act disappears, the director, in his 
discretion, may pay to the dependents of such veteran the amount of 
compensation provided in section 201 of the "'orld War veterans' act, 
1924, as amended, for dependents of veterans. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 29, line 3, after the word 

" discretion," to insert a comma. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be agreed 

to. That completes the committee amendments. 
RECEPTION OF CREW OF " SOUTHERN CROSS " 

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. President, in the Vice President's room 
there is the crew of the ship which made the first successful 
trip across the Atlantic from Europe to Americ~, landing safely 
both passengers and crew and the ship itself. 

It has been our custom in the past to honor those who have 
distinguished themselves in this new art by receiving them in 
the Senate. The last ship that almost made this trip success
fully, bringing its pilot and passengers but not the ship itself 
safely to land, was the Bremen. 

I move that the Senate take a recess for a few moments in 
order that the crew of the ship Southern 01'088, _which has just 
made this famous trip across the Atlantic, after having pre
viously made a marvelous trip across the Pacific from San 
Francisco to Australia-the first ship and the only ship that has 
made that flight through the islands of the South Pacific-be 
received by the Members of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Mr. BING HAM. Before the recess is taken, I suggest the 

absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (:rt!r. FEss in the chair). The . 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following Senators 

, answered to their names : 
Allen George 1\IcNary 
Ashurst Glass Metcalf 
Barkley Glenn Moses 
Bingham Goldsborough Norris 
Black Hale Oddie 
Blaine Harris Overman 
Borah Harrison Patterson 
Brock Hastings Phipps 
Broussard Hatfield Pine 
Capper Hayden Pittman 
Caraway Hebert Ransdell 
Connally Howell Reed 
Copeland Johnson Robinson, Ind. 
Couzens Jones Robsion, Ky. 
Cutting Kendrick Sheppard 
Dale La Follette Shipstead 
Deneen McCulloch Shortridge 
Fess McKellar Steck 

Steiwer 
Stephens 
Sullivan 
Swanson 
Thomas, Idaho 
Thomas. Okla. 
Townsend 
Trammell 
Tydings 
Vandenberg 
Wagner 
Walcott 
Walsh, Mass. 
Walsh, Mont. 
Watson 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Sixty-nine Senators have an
swered to their names. A quorum is present. 

The Senator from Connecticut [Mr. BINGHAM] and the 
Senator from Nevada [Mr. PITTMAN] will serve as a committee 
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to escort the members of the crew of the Southern Cross into 
the Senate Chamber, and, under the order, the Senate will 
stand in rece s. 

The Senate being in recess, Mr. BINGHAM and Mr. PITTMAN, 
preceded by the Sergeant at Arms of the Senate, escorted into 
the Chamber, amid applause, his excellency the Hon. Sir 
Ronald Lindsay, ambassador extraordinary and plenipoten
tiary of Great Britain; Mr. J. H. Van Royen, envoy extraor
diary and minister plenipotentiary of the Netherlands; Mr. 
Michael MacWhite, envoy extraordinary and minister pleni
potentiary of the Irish Free ·state; Maj. Charles E. Kingsford
Smith, 1\Ir. John S. W. Stannage, Capt. J. P. Saul, and Mr. 
E. VanDyk. 

The qistinguisbed visitors stood in the area near the Secre
tary's desk, and Mr. BINGHAM personally presented the Mem
bers of the Senate to them, after which they retired from the 
Chamber, amid applause, and the Presiding Officer resumed 
the chair. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 

A message from the House of Representatives by Mr. Halti
gan, one of its clerks, announced that the House bad passed 
without amendment the bill (S. 3691) to amend an act entitled 
"An act relative to naturalization and citizenship of married 
women," approved September 22, 1922. · 

The message also announced that the House bad agreed to 
the report of the committee of conference on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses on the amendments of the House to 
the bill ( S. 215) to amend section 13 of the act of March 4, 
1923, entitled "An act to provide for the classification of civilian 
positions within the District of Columbia and in the field serv
ices," as amendej} by the act of May 28, 1928. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 

The message further announced that the Speaker had affixed 
his signature to the following enrolled bills, and they were 
signed by the President pro tempore: 

S. 39. An act for the relief of Kate Canniff; 
S. 941. An act to amend the act entitled "An act to regulate 

interstate transportation of black bass, and for other purposes," 
approved May 20, 1926; and 

S. 2790. An act for the relief of D. B. Traxler. 

ENROLL:ED BILLS PRESENTED 

Mr. GILLETT (for Mr. GREE "E), from the Committee on 
Enrolled Bills, reported that on to-day that committee presented 
to the President of the United States the following enrolled 
bills: 

S.1378. An act for the relief of Juan Anorbe, Charles C. J. 
Wirz, Rudolph Ponevacs, Frank Guelfi, Stearlman Martin, 
Athanasios Metaxiotis, and Olaf Nelson; 

S.1638. An act for the relief of William Tell Oppenbimer, jr.; 
S. 2189. An act for the relief of certain homestead entrymen 

in the State of Wyoming; and 
S. 3566. An act authorizing the President to place Lieut. 

(Junior Grade) Christopher S. Long, Chaplain Corps, United 
States Navy, upon the retired list of the Navy. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. FEBs in the chair) laid 
before the Senate messages from the President of the United 
States submitting nominations of officers in the Coast Guard, 
which were referred to the Committee on Commerce. 

LAWS OF PORTO RICO, 1930 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before the Senate the fol
lowing message from the President of the United States, which 
was read, and, with the ac~ompanying document, referred to 
the Committee on Territories and Insular Affairs: 

Ta the Congres.s of the United States: 
As required by section 23 of the act of Congress approved 

March 2, 1917, entitled "An act to provide a civil government 
for Porto Rico, and for other purposes," I transmit herewith 
copies of the laws and resolutions enacted by the Twelfth Legis
lature of Porto Rico during its second regular session from 
February 10 to April 15, 1930. 

HERBERT HooVER. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, June 30, 1930. 

RELIEF OF WORLD WAR VEl"E&ANS 
The Senate resumed the consideration of the bill (H. R. 

13174) to amend the World ·war veterans' act, 1924, as 
amended. 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, on page 23, line 14, after the word 
"bands," I move to insert the words 11 as the result of an injury 
received." That was an amendment which I understood to have 
been agreed to in the committee. Of course, its effect will be to 

give compensation for the loss of a limb or limbs, no matter 
when lost, if the injury occurred during war time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be stated. 
The LmiSLATIVE CLERK. On page 23, line 14, after the word 

"hands," it is proposed to insert the words "as the result of an 
injury received." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment offered by the Senator from Pennsylvania. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
.Mr. REED. Mr. President, on the same page, in line 18, I 

move to strike out the word " disability " and to insert the word 
11 injury." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment proposed by the Senator from Pennsylvania. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill is before the Senate 

and is open to amendment. 
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following Senators 

answered to their names: 
Allen Geor~• McNary 
Ashurst Glass Metcalf 
Barkley Glenn Moses 
Bingham Goldsborough Norris 
Black Hale Oddie 
Blaine Harris Overman 
Borah Harrison Patterson 
Brock Hastings Phipps 
Broussard Hatfield Pine 
Capper Hayden Pittman 
Caraway Hebert Ransdell 
Connally Howell Reed 
Copeland Johnson Robinson, Ind. 
Couzens Jones Robsion, Ky. 
Cutting Kendrick Sheppard 
Dale La Follette Shipstead 
Deneen McCulloch Shortridge 
Fess McKellar Steck 

Steiwer 
Stephens 
Sullivan 
Swanson 
Thomas, Idaho 
Thomas, Okla. 
Townsend 
Trammell 
Tydings 
Vandenberg 
Wagner 
Walcott 
Walsh, Mass. 
Walsh, Mont. 
Watson 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Sixty-nine Senators have .ans· 
wered to their names. A quorum is present. 

.Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, on behalf of 
the Senator from Texas [Mr. CoNNALLY], I offer the amendment 
which I send to the desk and move its adoption. I ask that the 
amendment may be stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be stated. 
The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 16, line 13, it is proposed to 

strike out " 25 per cent or more," and on the same page, 
line 18, to strike out "25 per cent permanent disability, $12 
per month; 50 per cent permanent disability, $18 per month; 
75 per cent permanent disability, $24 per month; total per· . 
manent disability, $40 per month" and in lieu thereof to insert 
" $10 per month for one-tenth disability ; $20 per month for one
fourth disability; $35 per month for one-half disability; $50 per 
month for three-fourths disability; and $60 per month for total 
disability." 

.Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, this is one of 
the most important amendments that will be offered to the . 
pending bill, and it is probably the one amendment that will be 
most sharply contested. Before discussing the amendment, I 
wish very briefly to call attention to the reason why we are at 
this time considering legislation of this character, namely, legis
lation providing what is equivalent to a pension for World War 
veterans. 

The proposed legislation which came to this body from the 
House of Representatives and which was approved by the Senate 
and vetoed by the President was the result of an extensive 
agitation in this country, as a result of the expression of a 
gl'eat deal of sympathy in behalf of that large class of veterans . 
who are permanently disabled, many of whom are in hospitals, 
and whose families are impoverished as a consequence of the 
incapacity of the income producer of the family. 

Various organizations of veterans and sympathizers of the 
veterans throughout the country began the agitation for some. 
form and character of financial relief for those who are per· 
manently disabled, many of whom are in hospitals, who are 
without any income whatever in most instances, and -whose 
families are naturally deprived of the aid and comfort that 
would come· to them from the veterans if they were able to 
earn a livelihood. The result of the agitation was an attempt 
to enact into legi8lation provisions that did not appear to be 
pensions but were, in fact, in the category of what are known 
as pensions. 

The first way sought to take care of those disabled veterans 
was to provide that a large number M diseases, from which vet-
erans are suffering, should be presumed to be attributed to war 
service. The proviso in the vetoed House bill to that effect 
included about 77,000 disabled veterans. By applying the pre
sumptive theory to those diseases they were ipso facto given 
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service connection and the benefits of existing compensation 
laws were to be extended to veterans suffering from them. 

Another way in which it was sought to help the disabled 
veterans who were unable to get any compensation because they 
could not show service connection was by a provision in the 
same House bill giving to a veteran who possessed an income 
of less than $1,000, and who remained in a hospital longer than 
30 days, $8 per month for spending money while he remained in 
the hospital and a provision for the payment to his wife and 
one child of $30 per month while be remained in the hospital, 
and $6 per month for each additional child. 

When that bill came to the Senate and was considered in the 
Finance Committee-and let it be remembered that the bill was 
fr,amed on the floor of the other House, that it was not a com
mittee bill-there were amendments made spontaneously upon 
the floor of the House, .with a purpose and desire to remove the 
handicap of abject poverty from a large number of veterans 
who are unable to show disability due. to service origin and 
who are doomed to death because of incurable disease. The 
theory behind such sympathy and such a move was that no man 
who served his country in time of war ought ever to be in a 
position where he would become an object of public charity, and 
that the family of such a man, if he had been honorably dis
charged from- the service of his country in time of war, ought 
not to be deprived of the reasonable comforts of life. This has 
been the American principle behind all pension legislation. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President--
1\Ir. WALSH of Massachu etts. I yield to the Senator from 

Kentucky. 
Mr. BARKLEY. When the Senator says that the bill was 

framed on the floor of the House he is not referring to the bill 
now under consideration, is he? 

Mr. WALSH of Mas achusetts. No; I refer to the earlier 
bill. I am analyzing the earlier bill and explaining now why 
we have the di ability-allowance theory before us rather than 
the bill which the House first passed and which the Senate sub
sequently passed and which was vetoed by the President. When 
the prior bill came before the Senate the Senator from Texas 
[Mr. CoNNALLY] and myself took occasion to say, "This is a 
pension bill ; .you are pretending that it is not ; you are not using 
the name 'pension,' but when yon give to a veteran who has a 
disability that he can not connect with the service $8 a month 
while he is in the hospital and also give his wife and children 
compensation it is a pension; and when you pick out two vet
erans in the same hospital, both suffering from the same degree 
of di ability, both doomed to death within the same period of 
time, and say to one of those veterans, 'Because your disease 
happens to be such and such a disease you will haYe $100 a 
month,' and say to the other veteran, 'Because your disease is 
not a certain disease you will get nothing,' you are doing a 
grave injustice." 

The Senator from Texas and I pointed out further that :when 
only certain diseases were presumed to occasion total disability 
and others were not, the theory advanced in the original Hou e 
bill was discriminatory and inequitable. Then, we pointed out 
that the provision for $8 a month for a veteran and $30 a month 
for his wife and child was still more inequitable; that the man 
who could not get into a hospital would get nothing though he 
had exa.ctly the same disease, and though he was in as much 
need of financial assistance as the veteran who would receive 
payment. 

We also pointed out that the man suffering from a lingering 
oisease for which no hospital treatment woJl].d be of any benefit 
to him and it would pe best for him to be at home with his 
f3..mily would get nothing. . 

:Many other illustrations could be pointed out to show the 
inequity of the provision under which a man who gets into a 
hospital would receive $8 a month and his wife and child would 
r-eceive $30, while the man who stays home and says " I will 
fight this thing out; I will work around the farm; I am not 
going to the hospital; I want to be with my family and loved 
ones," would get nothing. 

We also pointed out-and General Hines confirms the state
ment very strongly, and it is a · very important aspect of this 
question in considering the background of the reasons why we 
are dealing with this novel and unusual piece of legislation at 
this period of our history following the World War-that that 
provision of law put a premium on going into Government hos
pitals; that there was an inducement for every man, no matter 
what his ailment was, no matter how he was injured-in a 
street-car a<'cident, or from pneumonia, or who had a slight 
cough, or whatever his disease was-to go into the hospital and 
get the pension of $8 a month and the compensation for his wife 
and children. 

I quote his words when I say that no one could estimate the 
tremendous burden that might be placed upon our Government 

in the building and maintaining of new hospitals if that pro
vision were incorporated in the law and, as was to be expected, 
everybody who wanted a pension went to the hospitals so as to 
comply with that requirement: " Get into a ho pital, and you 
are pensioned." 

Not only that, but a non- ervice-connected veteran getting into 
a hospital could draw, if he had two or three children, $50 a 
month, while in a service-connected case a man who had 40 
per cent disability could draw only $40, or, for 25 per cent dis
ability, 25. 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I yield to the Senator, gladly. 
Mr. REED. Was it not even worse than that? The service 

man who got into a general hospital got no allowance, while he 
who got into a Veterans' Bureau hospital did get the allowance. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Exactly. 
Mr. REED. It depended on which .hospital he got into. If 

he got into the ho pital in his own locality, he got nothing. 
Mr. WALSH of M::tssachusetts. It certainly did. I appre

ciate the Senator's suggestion. 
All this matter was brought to the attention of the Finance 

Committee by the Senator from Texas [Mr. CoNNALLY] and 
my elf; and ·we said, "You are right up against pensions. 
These are pensions." We said, "Some legislation is going 
through here." The House has acted. The Senate is going to 
give relief . . 

The public sympathizes with these poor veterans who are in 
hospitals, doomed to death, suffering, impoverished, and their 
families struggling to get an existence. Something has to be 
done for them. Now, what shall we do? Shall we proceed upon 
the theory of presupposing all their diseases to have been in
curred in war, and pile up a great obligation on the part of our 
Government in giving the high compensation rates to these 
veterans; or shall we begin now, in view of this legislation 
before us, and divide all veterans into two groups: First, those 
veteran who are disabled and can prove legally under the law 
that their disease is service connected, and, if so, have all the 
benefits, now and in the future, of compensation provisions of 
law dealing with service-connected cases. Then, we said, a sec
ond group should be established, and all in this group should be 
on a parity. It should not be a matter of chance depending on 
whether the veteran gets into a hospital or not. It should not 
be a matter of chance depending on what his disease is. All in 
the group of being permanently disabled should be treated 
alike, on a parity; and that group, we said are the disabled vet
erans who can not legally prove that their disabilities were 
the result of war. In that class we will put all these veterans 
and do for them what we have done for Spanish War veterans 
in like status. 

That was our proposal; and I think it fair to say that nearly 
every member of the committee thought that plan was a much 
more equitable one. There were some members who thought 
it wa more expensive than the pending bill. Others thought 
we ought to have more study and time devoted to it. Others 
thought that to advance a new proposition at this late stage 
of the proceedings was bad policy; that the House had so 
nearly unanimously passed th~t bill that · we ought to accept it. 
The prior House bill did give relief; it was actuated by the 
highest motives of interest in the disabled veterans ; and many 
of the members of the committee said, " The proposition 
appears to be more equitable, and, perhaps, is fairer than the 
other, but it is too late." At one time the committee went 
so far as to vote in favor of reproposal. I think some members 
of the committee consulted the President, and the President's 
objection at all times was the expense that was involved. as 
to that, I shall speak in a moment. 

You know what followed. We failed in the committee to·have 
our proposition adopted. The committee reported back the 
House bill, modified, but retaining the presumption of disease 
in the cases of a Jarge number of disabled veterans, 77,000 of ~ 
them, and also the provisions for payment to dependents and 
to a veteran who was fortunate enough to get in the Govern
ment- hospital, though he did not have service connection. The 
Pre ident vetoed that bill. Then the House took, in substance, 
the theory that we had urged before the Finance Committee 
with reduced rates. 

The House has now passed the present bill retaining the prin
ciple but not the rates that the Senator from Texas [Mr. 
CoNNALLY] and I stood for, and the bill is now here before us. 

The main and principal item of controversy in this bill now 
is the question of rates. The House in dealing with this second 
group of veteran whose disabilities are nonservi<!e connected 
have not only fixed les er rates, which I wiH speak of in a · 
moment but they· made a proviso that no one shall have 
the benefit of this disability allowance or pension-" disability 



' 

1930 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SEN ATE 12063 
allowance" seems to be a more favored term than " pension " 
and less offensive to the ear-the House provided that no one 
shall have the benefits of this pension if he has paid or is able 
to pay an income tax. That has been stricken out of the bill 
by the Finance Committee. 

A second proviso is in the House bill which the Senate 
Finance Committee has retained, and over which there was 
considerable controversy also. In dealing with this bill we 
ha\e reached the stage where every permanen~ly disabled vet
eran is given some rights in the way of financial relief. Those 
who ran prove that their disabilities can be traced to the serv
ice have now and will in the future have all the benefits of 
the general compensation laws. Every other disabled veteran 
on showing a certificate that he is honorably discharged will, 
if this bill is enacted into law, have the benefits of a disability 
allowance or pension. So that a veteran can say to his Govern
ment : " I am disabled. What are you going to do for me? " 
"Have you proved service connection?" "Yes." "Here are 
your rights. If you can not prove service connection, you will 
not go without compensation. The disability allowances pro
vided in this bill will be yours." 

What does this bill require disabled veterans to prove in 
order to get a disability allowance, and how much will they 
get? The pending amendment presented by me deals with the 
latter proposition. The bill as passed by the House eliminated 
from the benefits of this disability allowance those veterans who 
are capable of paying an income tax, first of all; and, secondly, 
those veterans who contracted diseases through their own 
willful misconduct. The bill as it passed the Bouse removed 
all the latter class of disabled veterans from any benefit, 
either through the compensation law or through the allowance 
provided for in this bill. 

The existing Spanish-American pension law gives a pension 
to every veteran, even if his disabilities are traceable to dis
eases contracted through his own willful misconduct. So in that 
particular this bill is very materially different from the existing 
Spanish-American War legislation. 

The latter feature. of this bill we will deal with in the form 
of another amendment. The amendment now pending deals 

· solely and alone with the ·rates to be paid a permanently dis
abled veteran who is not able to show that his disabilities were 
connected with war service. 

The rates named in the bill as it passed the House and as ap
proved by the Finance Committee are as follows: No veteran 
with a disability of less than 25 per cent will get any benefit
under the bill pending before us. 'rhe minimum disability 
must be 25 per cent. If a 25 per cent disability is shown, the 
veteran will be given $12 per month under the pending bill. 

If a 50 per cent disability is proven, the veteran will receive 
$18 a month. 

If a 75 per cent disability is established, he will receive $24 
a month. 

If 100 per cent disability, or total disability, is established; 
the veteran will be paid $40 a month. 

Thus the rates in the pending bill vary from $12 for a 25 
per cent disability, to $40 for 100 per cent disability. 

I have purposely traced the earlier history of this bill so as 
to emphasize these rates. Mark you, in the first House bill, 
which was approved by the Senate, the veterans with the 100 
per cent disability had in their hands $100, not $40; the men 
with 50 per cent disability had $50 within their reach, not $24; 
and those with 25 per cent disa~ility had $25, and not $12. 

I ought to say that heartily cooperating with the Senator from 
Texas [Mr .. CoNN~Y] and .myself in this proposal were the 
two Senators on my left, the Senator from Kentucky [Mr. 
BARKLEY] and the Senator from Olkahoma [Mr. THOMAS]. 

Mr. President, I say, regretfully, that this bill will never 
be a popular measure with the veterans of this country, because, 
in compariso~ with the measure which passed the House and 
the Senate overwhelmingly, under which the veteran was to be 
given exceedingly high rates, what he will receive has been 
reduced to the small, insignificant sums included in this meas
ure. That was one of the reasons which actuated the Senator 
from Texas and myself to adh~re to the Spanish War rates, 
because they make the drop from the rates, which, as I have 
said, the veterans had in their hands, so far as the Congress 
could act, not nearly so extreme. 

The rates proposed in our amendment are as follows: 
For complete disability, $60, the present Spanish War rate, as 

against $40 in the pending bill. 
For a 75 per cent disability, $50, the present Spanish War 

rate, as against $24, in the pending bill. 
For a 50 per cent disability, $35, the present Spanish War 

rate, as against $18 in the pending bill.· 
For a 25 per cent disability, $20, as against $12 in the pend

ing bill. 

The Senator from Texas and myself discovered some very 
helpful information when we had before us a representative of 
the Pension Bureau, who has had vast experience in dealing 
with Spanish War pension cases where the proof of disability, 
and where the degrees of disability, and where the administra
tion of the law are similar to what will be required in the 
administration of the pending bill. 

The experience of the chief of the finance division of the 
Pension Bureau has ·shown that it has been cheaper for the 
Government, as he stated, to· begin with a disability of 10 per 
cent rather than than one of 25 per cent. That rather surprised 
us. I think I am justified in saying he rather urged us to 
commence with a 10 per cent disability. He said his experience 
had shown that when a veteran permanently disabled went 
before a medical examining board there was naturally and prop
erly a . good deal of sympathy manifested and a disposition to 
give him something. and there was nothing less to be given him 
than a 25 per cent disability. 

He said that a good many oL the veterans, if a provision for 
a 10 per cent disability were included in this measure, would 
feel that they would get some slight benefit to help them in 
their struggle for existence in the face of their disability, and 
would be more or less satisfied with the 10 per cent disability, 
and that we would not have nearly as many cases urging and 
clamoring for the .finding of 25 per cent disability. He actually 
testified before us that it woUld cost the Government less to 
graduate these rates commencing with 10 per cent disability and 
running up to a hund1·ed per cent disability, than to graduate 
them with a minimum of 25 per cent to a maximum of 100 
per cent. That is why the Senator from Texas and I changed 
our views and provided in this amendment for a 10 per cent 
minimum disability, to entitle the veteran to $10. 

Why did we make 10 per cent disability $10? Because that 
is the same amount of money which a veteran who shows 
service connection with 10 per cent disability gets, and there
fore we did not feel that one entitled to a pension was entitled 
to receive more than the veteran who could show service con
nection. In fact, we reduced the rate which the Spanish_. 
American War veteran · gets for 25 per cent disability from $25 
to $20 for the reason that a 25 per cent disability, when service 
connected, · receives $25. Had we made the pension $25, the 
World War veteran who could not show service connection 
would get exactly the same money as the one with 25 per cent 
disability who could show service connection. · 

All of the rates-$60, $50, $35, and $20--are the same, with 
the exception of the $20 rate, as the Spanish-American War· 
rates, and all of them are lower than a ve-teran would obtain if 
he wa·s able to prove service connection and receive the benefits' 
of the general compensation law. : 

Mr. President, it goes without saying, of course, that our· 
plan is the more expensive of the two. It would be folly for 1 

me to attempt to convince anyone that the Government would 
save more money by adopting our amendment than it would 
by retaining the House rates: But as against that fact we 
present the suggestion that our amendment settles this veteran
relief question for 10 years at least. It means an end of agita-: 
tion for further veterans' relief. Compensation laws are pro: 
vided for those who prove service connection, and the identical 
rates of the· Spanish-American: War veterans are provided for 
World War disabled veterans 12 years after the war. 

We sincerely believe that the amendment will end for 10· 
years all agitation along the line of veteran ' relief. We sin
cerely believe that if the amendment contained in the bill is ever 
enacted into law, the· ink will not be dry upon the signatUre of; 
the President before there is general agitation to give disabled 
veterans the rates named in the present Spanish-American War 
veterans' act. We ·an know that these organizations and the 
friends of the disabled veterans will not be content with $12 
a month for a veteran with 25 per cent disability, nor will they· 
be content with $18 a month for a veteran with 50 per cent 
disability. 

Mr. BARKLEY. · Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mas

! sachusetts yield te the Senator from Kentucky? 
Mr. WALSH of Ma8sachusetts. I yield. 
Mr. BARKLEY. Since the present compensation laws have 

been in effect there have been· 573,511 vetei·ans who have been 
: allowed compensation under them. There have been 572,01.2 
applications disallowed. These 572,000 cases di87lllowed were 
disallowed because the veterans could not connect their disabil
ity with the service, or because, if connected, their disability 
wa·s less than 10 per cent and therefore they did not come 
within the provisions of the law. · 

We all know how anxious the soldiers were to get out of the 
Army when the war ended, and how anxious they were to come 
bome.. Many of them did not stop to consider whether they 
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would ever· make application for compensation of any kind. '.rhe 
fir t consideration with them was to get out and get back to 
the United States, or, if they were in the United States, to get 
back to their families. Feeling that anxiety it may be true 
that many thousands of them, either in haste . or in order not 
to complicate their discharge, failed to reveal fully their physi
cal condition when they were examined for final discharge, 
fearing that if anything was found wrong with them or if they 
revealed anything wrong with them they might be held in the 
Army until the difficulty had been removed. It seems r-eason
able that a large number of the 572,000 eases who were rejected 
might have been able, if proper precautions had been taken at 
the time, to comply with the legal technicalities of connecting 
their disabilities with the service. 

Has the Senator any information as to what proportion cf 
the disallowed claims date back over a period of seven or eight 
years, or even as far back as the beginning of the compensation 
laws themselves? 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I can not inform the Senator 
as to that, but I believe there have been claims slightly under a 
million in number filed by veterans of the World War with the 
bureau. Some of the figures I have here disclose that the de
partment rather anticipates that there may be some 741,000 
veterans who will receive the benefits of this pension plan 
within five years. I understand about 15 per cent of the World 
War veterans are now receiving compensation under existing 
law. This load will reduce the pension burden. 

Mr. BARKLEY. What I want to emphasize is what the 
Senator mentioned a moment ago. If it be true that a large 
proportion of the disallowed eases were disallowed because of 
some technicality that prevented the soldier from establishing 
service connection, but at the same time he is suffering from the 
same disability and to the same extent as some other soldier who 
can connect it with the service, is not that an additional argu
ment at least in making a reasonable approach to compensation 
which is paid to the former? 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I think that is a strong argu
ment. Let me supplement what the Senator said by asking him 
a question. Does he not think if these rates are adopted as 

· proposed in the pending amendment we will be less likely to 
, have occasion upon the part of many veterans to insist upon 
· service connection and therefore that the heavy burdens of 
costs will be lessened to the Government? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I think that is very likely. In other words, 
· if the veteran with total disability under the amendment offered 
should get $GO, it might reasonably increase whatever income, 

. if any, he might have from other sources, or it might reasonab~v 
enable him more comfortably to support himself and family, 
and there would be less likelihood of him putting forth strenu
ous efforts otherwise necessary to put forth to establish service 
connection. 

Mr. PITTMAN. Mr. President, will the Senator from Massa-
1 ehusetts yield? 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Certainly. 
Mr. PITTMAN. The Senator from Massachusetts has stated 

that in his opinion the disabled veterans would not be satisfied 
. with the rates contained in the bill. I think that is evident 
~ from their attitude toward past legislation. As I understand 
it, under the compensation act with the disability connection 
with service, in a case of total disability there is compensation 
of $100. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Exactly. 
Mr. PITTMAN. Was that considered any more than suffi

cient to comfortably support the veteran? 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. It was not 

. Mr. PITTMAN. Does not the Senator believe and is it not 
his opinion that the complaint of the veterans is entirely justi
fied in the case of an allowance of only $40 a month for total 
disability? 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I certainly think that agita
tion will commence immediately to increase the rates and that 
in the very next session of Congress they will be increased to 
the basis of the Spanish-American War veteran rates if we do 
not do it now. 

Mr. PITTMAN. Does the Senator believe such agitation to 
be justified? 

l\fr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I certainly do. I am con
vinced veterans will not be satisfied with the rates offered and 
that their sympathizars will not be satisfied with them. 

1\Ir. PITTMAN. I agree with the Senator. In the case of 
an allowance of $24 a month for 75 per cent disability, in these 
times when companies having a large number of employees will 
not employ a man just because be is over 40 or 45 years of age_ 
which certainly does not amount to 75 per cent disability on 
account of age alone, bow could a man live on $24 a month with 

75 per cent disability, which practically prevents him from 
obtaining employment? 

l\Ir. WALSH of M:assa."!husetts. It would be impossible. 
Mr. PITTMAN. Does the Senator feel that way about it? 
Mr. WALSH of Massachu etts. I certainly do. I thank the 

Senator for his helpful suggestions. 
Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Massa

chusetts yield to4:he Senator from Kentucky? 
Mr. 'V ALSH of Massachusetts. I yield. 
Mr. BARKLEY. Do we not all know that a man who de

pends on manual labor for the support of himself and family 
might as well be totally disabled as to be 75 per cent disabled in 
the performance of manual labor? 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. There is no doubt about it. 
I am in full accord with the Senator and appreciate bis empha
sizing the fact that the rates are so low that they will not give 
satisfaction and will not meet with approval. Unfortunately 
though, the bill is establishing, it seems to me, the principle of 
placing the veterans on a parity, yet the rates are so low that 
there will be many veterans who will wish they had instead the 
veterans' bill which was vetoed by the President. It will 
create some unrest on the part of ma:r;1y veterans who would 

·prefer that bill if the low rates contained in this bill are 
approved. I believe that if the rates in the Spanish-American 
War veterans' act were now incorporated in this bill ·it would 
do much to create a wholesome feeling of content among all 
World War veterans and would end . future relief agitation. 
Veterans would feel that the country had been generous to 
them, that all veterans were taken care of generously, either 
through the compensation laws or through the rates given in 
the Spanish-American War veterans' act 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Massa

chusetts yield to the Senator from New York? 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I yield. 
Mr. COPELAND. I want to commend the Senator from 

Massachusetts for what he is saying and the effort he is making 
to get more generous compensation for the veterans. The mem
ory of man is all too short. I recall when these boys went · 
across the water that we cheered them and promised them we 
would give them anything they wanted upon their return. But 
now the war is ended, and it seems strange that we should have 
forgotten all those promises. I hope the Senator will insist 
upon this more generous treatment. I know he is going to 
have the votes to give them the more generous treat!llent . 
Certainly in justice to them we ought to grant it. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I appreciate what the 
Senator bas said. 

Mr. President, let me say a word now about the cost. 
Mr. BLAINE. 1\!r. President, before the Senator leaves that 

point will be yield? 
Mr. WALSH of Ma saehusetts. Certainly. 
Mr. BLAINE. The Senator, of course, understands that most 

of the States of the Union have what we call workmen's com
pensation acts. Industry will not employ men who have any 
disability to any great extent for the reason that that disability 
in all probability would result in serious accidents in industry, 
and therefore subject industry to liability for compensation. 
The soldier who has 25 or 50 per cent disability is practically 
without any opportunity for employment. If we have the rate 
as low as proposed in the bill now before us, we are imply 
taking up a small collection from the taxpayers of the United 
States and handing it to the soldier as a dole. Is not that 
practically the proposition presented by the bill as reported by 
the committee? 

Mr. WALSH of Mas~aebusetts. I think the Senator from 
Wisconsin has stated the sentiment of a great many people in 
reference to the rates contained in the House bill. I share the 
feeling the Senator has indicated, namely, that the rates are in
sufficient. 

Mr. President, just a brief word about cost and then I am 
going to conclude in order that the Senator from Texas [Mr. 
CoNNALLY] may discuss other features of the amendment which 
I have omitted and may also discuss in detail thP. item of co t. 

General Hines estimates that this bill as it passed the House 
would cost the country $31,000,000. The amendment now under 
consideration, namely, the amendment providing for disability 
allowances, will cost about $25,000,000. About $6,000,000 will 
be•required to meet the other obligations which are thrust upon 
the Government by reason of other changes in the compen ation 
laws and some changes in the administration features of the 
law. 

That is, of course, the expense to the Government for the fir t 
year. All agree that the expense to the Government will in-

\ 
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crease each year as the numhcr of pensioners increases, and the 
increase will be, of course, somewhat rapid. The expense for 
the first year of the amendment PJ::Jposed by myself and the 
Senator from Texas [Mr. CoNN.ill.LY] General Hines estimates 
will be $49,157,000; the second year the cost will be $107,500,000; 
and the third year it will be $133,400,000. 

The number of veterans who will receive this disability allow
ance, iru tead of the approximately 77,000 who would have 
received benefits under the vetoed bill, are under the pending 
amendment 304,201 the first year, 563,885 the second year, and 
638,080 the third year ; in other words, in the three years the 
number of veterans who will get the benefit of this proposal 
will increase from 304,201 to 638,080. These estimates were 
made upon the assumption the minimum disability rate would 
be 25 per cent. 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, will the Senator pe'rmit an 
inquiry? 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Certainly. 
Mr. REED. Were not these figures made up by the Veterans' 

Bureau on the basis of a minimum of 25 per cent? I have the 
impres ion that that is what they had in mind when that table 
was made. 

M'r. WALSH of Massachusetts. I have not read from the 
table as ori.ginally made for me; I have read from the table 
as originally made plus some figures which I inserted in the 
table when General Hines testified before the committee; and 
I have here this memorandum: 

~'he e figures are based, I believe, upon a minimum disability basis 
of 25 per cent, as the Senator suggests. 

1\Ir. REED. I have just been given an estimate based .on 
the amendment as the Senator has introduced it, and that shows 
the average monthly payment per veteran would be $20. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachu etts. How much is the total? 
Mr. REED. The total for the first year is $52,000,000-I.leave 

out the odd figures. 
1\Ir. WALSH of Massachusetts. Against $49,000,000, accord

ing to the estimate I have? 
:Mr. REED. A against $49,000,000. For the second year it 

will be $113,000,000. 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. As against $107,000,000? 
Mr. REED. And for the third year it would be $141,000,000. 
1\Ir. WALSH of Massachusetts. I think the Senator will agree 

with me that there has been a great variety of figures presented. 
Almost every time we have asked for estimates we have gotten 
different figures. 

Mr. REED. I have not very much confidence in any of them, 
because of the fact that they are inconsistent, but j;bey are all 
made in sincerity. I think the bureau is trying to give us the 
best information it can furnish. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I think that is true. It bas 
been very difficult to make correct or definite estimates. 

Mr. NORRIS. 1\Ir. President, of course in this discussion I 
realize the character of these figures. They are, in my judg
ment, not much more than guesses; but those who furnish them 
have better opportunity to guess than we have, because they 
have some statistics upon which to base their figures. I have 
no doubt but that they have given them to us in the best of 
faith; but I am anxious to know whether the estimate the 
Senator from Pennsylvania bas just given is based on the rate 
schedule included in the bill or in the proposed amendment? 

Mr. REED. It is based on the schedule in the proposed 
amendment. I also have the figures for the bill as it stands. 

Mr. NORRIS. So that these figures are not based upon the 
elimination of the 10 per cent disability factor? 

Mr. REED. No; they are based on the amendment exactly 
as it has been proposed by the Senator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. NORRIS. I should like to ask another question. Has 
either one of the Senators or any other Senator on the com
mittee any information to show how much of the increase, if 
there shall be an increase at all, will come about on account of 
the provision in the amendment for the payment for 10 per cent 
disability as .compared with an initial payment for a 25 per cent 
disability only? 

1\Ir. REED. Yes. 
Mr. NORRIS. In other words, how does that one schedule 

affect the result? 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Doctor Randall, of the Vet

erans' Bureau, says it will lessen the amount. It was because 
of that evidence that we changed our amendment as originally 
framed, so as to include disabilities down to 10 per cent. 

1\fr. NORRIS. Does the Senator from Pennsylvania agree 
to that? 

Mr. W .A.LSH of Massachusetts. I do not think the Senator 
from Pennsylvania was in the room when he gave this testi
mony. Of course, he bas read it. Doctor Randall gave many 

illustrations of Spanish-American War veterans· wllo -are dis
abled, and who, in his judgment, would have gotten 25 per cent 
disability had that been the minimum, but were content with 
10 per cent, and went away and were never heard of after
wards, seemingly satisfied with a rating of 10 per cent dis
ability. 

Mr. REED. Undoubtedly there will be some cases of sym
pathy on the part of the examining doctors which will lead them 
to rate a man at the minimum, whatever that may be, if nec
essary, in order to get him upon the pension rolls; undoubtedly 
that is so; but rather than interrupt the Senator, perhaps, I 
had better give my impression of the cost when he shall have 
concluded. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, I want to give 
the Senator from Nebraska some other statistics about the cost. 
There is a sharp difference of opinion. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Will the Senator permit me to read 
from Doctor Randall's testimony? 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I was just about to call at
tention to it Doctor Randall, who is chief of finance of the 
Bureau of Pensions and bas been in that bureau for nearly 
50 years, gave us some testimony as to what the estimated cost 
to the Government of our amendment would be in view of his 
experience with the same rates in the case of the Spanish
American War veterans. He estimated the cost of our proposal 
of rates at $20,000,000 a year as against General Hines's esti
mate of $49,000,000. He based his estimate on the percentage 
of Spanish-American War veterans who applied for the dis
ability pension the first year it was enacted, 22 years after the 
war. 

T-aking that percentage and applying it to the World War 
veterans, he estimated that about 100,000 World War veterans 
will receive pensions and that the average pension per veteran 
will be $20 per month. That was the average pension given in 
the beginning to all the Spanish-American War veterans. 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Mr. President, will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I yield. 
Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Did I understand the Senator 

to say that Doctor Randall--
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. He said the average amount 

paid to the Spanish-American War veterans at the outset was 
about $20. I have forgotten for the moment what the amount 
now is, but the Senator from Texas can state what it is, I think. 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. After five years the average 
was one-fourth and now, at the end of 10 years, be says the 
average is 50 per cent. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. What is the average payment 
paid to the Spanish-American War veterans under the pension 
plan? 

Mr. GEORGE. I will be glad to give the figures. 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. The Senator from Kentuclcy 

is challenging my statement. 
Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. The first Spanish-American War 

pension bill was passed on June 5, 1920. That bill provided 
rates running from $12 to $30 per month. So the average could 
not be $20. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. The Senator was in the room 
and heard the testimony. Does the Senator now say that Doctor 
Randell did not estimate the expense of the Government the 
first year to be $20,000,000? Does the Senator challenge that 
statement? 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. No; I do not challenge that 
statement. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. That is all. 
Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. He further stated that under 

the bill which I introduced, and the companion bill of Mr. 
SwiCK in the House, in which the rates run from $10 to $50, 
the first year's expense would be $18,000,000. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. That tends to confirm his 
judgment as to the cost of this amendment. 

1\Ir. GEORGE. Mr. President, the Spanish-American veterans' 
pension bill of 1920, which was the first bill applicable to those 
veterans, brought upon the rolls 116,270 soldiers, and the average 
amount paid to each was $17 a month. The monthly payments 
under that bill ranged from $12 to $30. The number given repre
sents the number at the expiration of that act, and the average 
of $17 per month represents the amount paid to all the Spanish
American War veterans up to the date of the expiration of that 
act. 

Under the Spanish-American War veterans' pension act of 
1926, which fixed the rate at from $20 to $50 per month, ac
cording to the degree of incapacity, there were 184,637 soldiers 
placed upon the roll-that represents the number at the date 
of the expiration of tbat act-and tbe average sum paid to 
those veterans was $32.28 a month. Under the orig:nal act the 
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average rating was about one-fourth disability and under tho 
1926 the average rating is about one-half disability. 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Mr. President, will the Senator 
yield? 
. The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from. Massa· 
chu etts yield to the Senator from Kentucky? 
. 1\Ir. WALSH of :Massachusetts. I am pleased to yield to the 
Senator from Kentucky. 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. I think it should be pointed out 
that the one-fourth disability, on the average, was at the end 
of the five years under the act of June 5, 1920, and the average 
per month was $17 at the end, or, in other words, the last year 
of the 5-year period, and then one-half disability was estimated 
as of May 31, 1930, 10 years after the passage of that act. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, I do not think 
that it is material what the average payment was to the Spanish
American War veterans who received pensions five years after 
the act was passed or what it is now. It might be considered in 
connection with how sound Doctor Randall's final judgment is 
as to the annual cost of this particular pension proposal. He 
says it is $20,000,000 a year; General Hines say it is $49,000,000 
a year; but one thing is certain, namely, that the cost will be 
more than the provisions of the Hou e bill-considerably more. 
I am not going to dispute that, and we have got to determine 
whether we can sustain that burden, having in mind the welfare 
of the veterans, having in mind satisfying them, if it is possible 
to do so, in view of their disabilities, the present high cost of 
living, and the purpose .to find a final solution of this problem, 
if possible. All those things are factors to be considered in 
connection with the expense. I think it is only fair to say, how
ever-and I think the Senator from Texas [Mr. CoNNALLY] will 
bear me out in the statement, as will mari.y other Senators who 
heard the testimony-that this bill, with the rates provided by 
the pending amendment, will in the long run C( ·· ~ the Govern
ment a good deal less than the bill that went triumphantly 
through the House and Senate and was 'vetoed by the President. 

It certainly will put our veteran legislation upon a sound 
basis. 'Ve shall be finally facing in the right direction. We 
shall have a theory and a principle of doing equal ju tice to all 
disabled veterans, which will be very helpful to us in solving 
future relief problems that may come before us. The proposal 
not only e tablishes a parity between all disabled veterans but 
provides a fairly satisfactory pension. 
· The be t thing about this bill is that it puts all veterans on 

a parity. "Are you disabled?" "Yes." "Can you prove that 
you incurred your disability in the service? " "No." "No 
matter what your disease is, no matter what you are suffering 
from, you have equal rights with ·every other veteran to receive 
a like pension after having determined the degree of your 
disability." 

·Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Mr. President, will the Senator 
yield in order that I may make an inquiry for information? 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I yield. 
Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. At what number of dollars per 

month does the Senator's amendment begin? 
l\Ir. WALSH of Massachusetts. Ten dollars for 10 per cent 

disability; $20 for 25 per cent disability; $35 for 50 per cent 
disability; $50 for 75 per cent disability. 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. How much does a veteran of 
the World War get who has 10 per cent service-connected dis
ability, and who has a family? 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Ten dollars, the same as in 
this bill. I am sure the Senator would not want us to offer any 
veteran, if we are giving him anything at all, less than $10. 
· Mr. President, I do not care to prolong the ~ discussion. I 

have taken more time than I intended, due to the interruptions. 
I shall yield the floor now; and I know that the Senator from 
Texas [Mr. CoNNALLY] will be very glad to amplify what I 
have said, and put the case in favor of the amendment even 
better than I have. I submit our amendment to the Senate 
with the expectation its fairness will appeal to all and result 
in a favorable decision. 

Mr. CONNALLY obtained the floor. 
Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield for a 

call of a quorum? 
Mr. CONNALLY. No; I thank the Senator from California. 

If absent Senators are not interested in this matter, I have no 
disposition to enforce their involuntary attendance. 

Mr. President, the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. WALSH] 
has very clearly set out the attitude of those of us who favor 
the pending amendment ; but we are confronted to-day with a 
rather unusual circumstance. We are considering now in the 
Senate a bill that was passed by the House a few days ago 
without ever having been read in the House, except by title, I 
suppose ; a bill that was never -referred to a. committee in the 
House; a bill which members of the Committee on World War 

Veterans' Legislation had never had time to read; a bill that 
was pas ed through the House with only 40 minutes' . debate, 
20 minutes on either side, and passed by the House within an 
hour after it was introduced. Tho e unusual cii·cumstances are 
my warrant for taking up a few minutes of the Senate's time 
in discus ing the present measure. 

So far as the principles of the legislation are concerned, there 
is substantially no difference between the amendment offered by 
the Senator from Massachusetts and myself and the bill as it 
passed the House of Representatives. This amendment of ours 
was offered in the Finance Committee some two or three weeks 
ago. It was adopted tentatively by the Finance Committee by a 
vote. The ranking members of the Finance Committee con
sulted the White House and came back the following day and 
said, "No; away with that system! 'Ve can not stand for that 
principle. We do not believe in it. We will not approve it." 
Then, when finally the bill came out of the Finance Committee 
without our amendment as a part of it, suddenly the Senator 
from Pennsylvania [1\ir. REED] ru bed in hurriedly, like a mes
senger in bot haste, and inh·oduced his amendment here in 
ubstantially the same form that it is now in; and what did 

the Senate do? The Senate voted down the amendment of the 
Senator from Penn ylvania without a roll call. There was not 
enough sentiment in this Chamber then to get a roll call on the 
amendment of the Senator from Pennsylvania, which is now the 
essence of this bill. 

The Senate, when it voted on the passage of the other bill, had 
the President's veto message in advance before it. It had been 
given to the press. And the Senate, by a vote of 66 to 6, rejected 
the reasons urged by the Pre ident and voted for the other bill. 
After the veto, we now have this bill. 

It is now simply a question of dollars and cents. There is no 
argument about the principle. The administration and the 
leaders are sponsoring the proposition of a pension system for 
non-service-connected disabilities. 

I do not favor now, nor have I ever favored, a service pen-
ion, meaning by that a pension that grants gratuities to sol

diers simply becau e they were in the Army. I do believe, 
however, in a disability pension. When, shortly after the 
World War, the cash bonus was pending in Congress, I voted 
against the cash· bonus on two occasions. I voted against the 
cash bonus each time it was presented to Congress. Why? 
Because I did not believe that we could compensate a man in 
dollars and cents for his military service. I knew that as the 
years came along the veterans would become disabled. I knew 
that then they would, in justice, be knocking at the doors of 
Congress and asking for disability allowances ; and I preferred 
not to give · hem cash, which might in some cases be squandered 
unwisely, but that the Government should wait until their time 
of need through disability, and then give them a disability Rl
lowance. That time seems to have arrived. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. CONNALLY. I yield to the Senator from New York. 
Mr. COPELAND. I am sure that when the Senator voted 

against the cash bonus, he did it for the reasons he has stated; 
but, so far as the administration is concerned, it fought it be
cause "We can not give a cash bonus and reduce the taxes." 
That was the argument that was used. They talked about the 
deficit, how much the deficit would be, and the Secretary of the 
Treasury guessed at the deficit year after year, usually $500,-
000,000 outside of what it actually was. He never had it within 
$500,000,000; but always the cash bonus was defeated because 
"We can not reduce taxes and at the same time give a bonus 
to the soldiers." That was not the attitude of the Senator 
from Texas. 

Mr. CONNALLY. I will say to the Senator from New York 
that I recall all of those arguments. I recall that 1\Ir. Mellon 
then, as now, whenever soldier legislation was pending, hurried 
off into his statistical room and emerged with a prediction that 
if it were enacted the Budget would be torn wide open, and all 
of the financial program of the President would be wrecked. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Texas 

yield to the Senator from Kentucky? 
Mr. CONNALLY. I yield to the Senator. 
Mr. BARKLEY. The Senator will recall that after we had 

reduced the taxes for 1930 by $160,000,000, we were constantly 
warned that there would be a deficit in the Trea ury beginning 
with the fiscal year 1931. That fiscal year begins to-morrow. 
I have here the morning Post of June 30, which announces on 
the first page that to-morrow the surplus in the Trea ury will 
be $200,000,000, in· spite of the e dire predictions of the Secre
tary of the Treasury. 

Mr. CONNALLY. I thank the Senator for hi ugge tion. I 
hold in my hand now the clipping from the morning puper 
which states that the surplus is $200,000,000, contrary to the 

I . 
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doleful predictions of 1\Ir; Mellon made a few days ago with 
r·eference to the soldier legislation. 

Let me ta~e just a moment, however, to refer to what was 
suggested by the Senator from New York. 

I was simply stating my own attitude with reference to the 
cash bonus. I believed then, as we find now to be the case, that 
as time went on many of these soldiers would be disabled; they 
would be in want; and I did not believe that this Government, 
if it were g1·ateful, would decline to give them disability allow
ances. I voted for the present insurance bo-nus on the theory 
that it would not mature until some 15 or 20 years after their 
service, and would take the place, in a measure at least, of 
di ability allowances. I did not vote for the bonus, for one 
reason, because I believed that the man who went into the war 
,and came out unharmed and unscarred is already, by his con
duct, a member of that fine aristocracy of those who wore the 
uniform of their country in time of war; but in the case of the 
poor fellow who, regardless of whether his disability was in
cun·ed in the war or not, is now disabled, I believed that a great 
and good Government ought to see that he is properly cared for. 

What is the argument against this amendment? No argument 
at all as to principle; on!y the argument of dollars and cents. 
How much will it cost? 

111r. President, when we had before us some days ago a pub
lic buildings bill carrying something like $243,000,000, we did 
not have any estimates from the Treasury that if we passed 
that bill it would disrupt the Government and create a deficit. 
All right. . 

We passed a few days ago a river and harbor bill carrying 
$123,000,000, and did not hear Mr. Mellon rushing forth and 
telling us that we could not pass the river and harbor bill be-
cause it would create a deficit. · 

I saw in the testimony before the Committee on Naval Affairs 
in the House the other day that they have pending a bill to 
spend $30,000,000 in renovating three battleships-not building 
them, but renovating them-$30,000,000! That alone will cost 
more than the amendment which is proposed by the Senator 
from Massachusetts and myself; but I heard no voice of Mr. 
Mellon rushing forth and saying that we could not renovate 
these three ships because it would create a deficit. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. CONNALLY. I yield to the Senator. 
Mr. COPELAND. I notice that Mr. Mellon seemed to be 

much agitated yesterday, or day before, because he found a 
surplus of $200,000,000 in the Treasury ; and for fear somebody 
would say, "Now we can pay a pension, or do some other 
generous thing," be p~ses out a solemn warning, " But we are 
going to have a deficit next year." · 

Mr. CONNALLY. Oh, yes! 
Mr. COPELAND. We must never do anything t~at is con

structive as regards the veterans, or some other important gov
ernmental work. for fear there may be a deficit next year, or 
the year after, or 10 years from now ; but all the time when 
these warnings have gone out there has been a surplus in the 
Treasury of from $200,000,000 to $500,090,000, or up toward a 
billion dollars, but always the fear is expressed that if we pass 
a generous pension bill for the veterans there may be a deficit. 

Mr. CONNALLY. I thank the Senator from New York for 
his frank expression of his opinion of the Secretary of the 
Treasury,_ 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. CONN:ALLY. I yield. . . . 
Mr: McKELLAR. The Senator may get to this matter a lit

tle later, but up to date he has omitted another ex,Penditure 
recommended by the Secretary of the Treasury. It will be re
membered that just a few months ago the Secretary of the 
Treasury recommended that an appropriation of $150,000,000 
be made to return taxes paid 12 years ago to war profiteers, 
men who profiteered every moment of the time while these sol
diers were over in France fighting for their country; and Mr. 
Mellon recommended that, and had plenty of money to pay it. 

Mr. CONNALLY. I thank the Senator. I hold in my hand 
the act _providing for the return of such taxes. Of course, I will 
say to the Senator from Tennessee, if those taxes are honestly 
and justly due to the taxpayer who overpaid them, I for one am 
in favor of handing them back; but it does seem to me rather 
p~ulia,r that the Secretary of the Treasury should never find an 
appropriation proposed by Congress that would run the Govern
ment into a deficit until it comes to the very last item on the 
legislative calendar, and that is usually something that has to do 
with tbe relief of soldie1.·s. 

Mr. President, we are spending something like $848,000,000 
each year on the Army and Navy. To do what? To fight? No; 

.not to fight. We are spending that $848,000,000 on a peace-time 

.Army and Navy simpls in order to be ready to fight if the 

necessity arises. · I believe our obligations to maintain those 
who have already fought our battles are just as ,solemn and just 
as serious as those of maintaining a tremendous fighting estab
lishment and spending $848,000,000 a year to maintain it. 

I hold in my hand a newspaper report to the effect that 
$14,000,000 is added to the United States revenues by the new 
tariff in one month, the present month. Of course, that is Treas-
ury propaganda. The Treasury Department wants the "Country 
to believe that the new tariff is going to bring in tremendous 
revenues. That $14,000,000 that was added to the income 
through the tariff in the month of June will pay for the amend
ment being offered by the Senator from Massachusetts and 
myself. 

Recently we passed a tariff bill laying upon the backs of the 
American people some hundreds of millions of dollarS each year 
in added taxes. Nobody beard the Secretary of the Treasury 
rushing forth with an estimate showing that the country could 
not stand that tax. Nobody heard the Budget Bureau rush in 
in behalf of the American people and ask us to stay our band 
when we put that burden on the taxpayers of the United States. 
We heard no inkling from the White House when some of us 
were struggling here to keep down the rates in the tariff bill 
that the country could not stand it. But the President signed 
the tariff bill before it got to his office. He signed it in ad
vance, just as he vetoed the veterans' bill in advance when we 
passed it the other day. 

Mr. President, it is a simple question of dollars and cents, 
How much is this bill going to cost? 

I hold in my hand a copy of the report of the hearings before 
the Committee on Finance. General Hines testified that the 
bill as it passed the House, as it was before us, would cost 
$31,000,000. We asked him how much the Walsh-Connally 
amendment would cost. He said that with that amendment on 
the bill the bill would cost $49,000,000. But he further testi
fied that he was estimating on a 50 per cent disability. He was 
assuming that the average disability under the pension -rates 
would be 50 per cent. 

The average rate now of compensated cases in the Veterans' 
Bureau is only 42 per cent. The officials of the Pension Office 
testified, as I recall it, that five years after the Spanish-Amer
ican pension act actually became a law the average disability 
was only 25 per cent. Yet General Hines makes his estimate 
on the theory that with this act we are going to begin at a 50 
per cent average, notwithstanding the fact that more than 
100,000 veterans are already cared for under the compensation 
provision of the law and will not, of course, come under the 
disability allowances. 

What does the Pension Office testify? We have the testi
mony of Mr. Randall, who has been in the Pension Office 40 
years. He said that on an estimate of 100,000 pensions being 
added to the roll the first year, and with a 25 per cent aver
age disabilltyJ the bill would cost something like $24,000,000 to 
$30,000,000. That, with the $6,000,000 added which the other 
provisions carry, would make this bill cost, as I remember it, 
under $40,000,000, even with the Walsh-Connally amendment. 

The amendment which we propose provides for a minimum 
disability of 10 per cent. Mr. Randall testified that that sort 
of a rate as a minimum would result in a suootantial saving, 
because, be said, there are a great many cases which were dis
abled probably under 25 pet cent, in the view of the doctors, 
and if they did not have a 10 per cent rating, they would be 
placed in the 25 per cent degree of rating, but that with the 
provision for a 10 per cent rating they could be accommodated. 

He testified that at the present time out of 185,000 men on 
the Spanish-American War roll, 37,000 of them are on the roll 
for a one-tenth disability-37,000 out of 185,000. 

That rating will have a tendency to pull down the average 
cost per man. The $60 disability provision will also enable. the 
Veterans' Bureau in marginal cases, where there is no doubt of 
a veteran'.s disability, and yet thm·e is some doubt as to it being 
service connected. when he can not connect the disability with 
the service, to put him in the $60 class and give him an allow· 
ance which probablY will be adequate to his necessities without 
having to reject him wholly without compensation, or com
pensate him at $100 per month. 

As suggested a little while ago by the Senator from Kentucky, 
it is remarkable that the Secretary of the Treasury, with his 
far-seeing vision, should not have anticipated some. of these 
needs of the Government when he was recommending that we 
hand back $160,000,000 to taxpayers who had already collected 
those taxes from the public. Undel' the law referred to we gave 
back to corpor.ations and other income-tax payers $160,000,000 
of unearn~d return. They had not earned them. Th~re was no 
complaint then that that would cause a deficit. The Budget 
Bureau did not get excited about it. The administration showed 
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no alarm. But in order to go before the country with a political 
plea that taxes had been reduced, we cut off from the public 
·revenues $160,000,000. 

How do these rates compare with other pension legislation? 
About two weeks ago Congress passed the Civil War pension bill, 
approved June 9, 1930, Public Document No. 323, H. R. 12013. 
H provides as follows : 

That every person who served 90 days or more in the Army, Navy, 
or Marine Corps of the United States during the Civil War, and who 
has been honorably discharged from all contracts of service, or who, 
having so served less than 90 days was discharged for a disability 
incurred in the service and in the line of duty, or is now on th-e 
pension roll as a Civil .War veteran under existing service pension 
laws, shall be entitled to and shall be a paid a pension at the rate of 
$75 per month. · · · 

That law was enacted by Congress, providing that every Civil 
War pensioner now on the roll, whether he be disabled or 
whether he be not, whether he got his wounds in service or got 
them in a railroad accident, should draw $75 a month. Did the 
President veto that bill? The President approved that measure 
on June 9, 1930. 

Mr. President, if a Civil War veteran needs $75 a month, 
bow is it that a World War veteran, who has a family, perhaps, 
a wife and children, a younger man, it is true, but still with 
larger responsibilitie.s, perhaps, can get along on $40 a month? 
The Civil War veteran, perhaps, bas already raised his family, 
his children are grown, and probably are contributing to his 
support It takes very little to keep him compared with a 
younger man with a 'vife and with children. · 

Senators, is there any justice in this discrimination, $75 a 
month for a Civil War veteran, $40 a month for a World War 
veteran; $75 for a Civil War veteran regardless of whether he 
is disabled or not, $40 a month for a World War veteran, and 
in order to get it he must be totally disabled? The same facts 
existed when the President approved that bill on the 9th of 
this month which exist now. The same reasons as to why 
there would be a deficit existed then that exist now. 

The Civil War pension law provides, even in the case where 
an old veteran may have been inveigled into a marriage at any 
time prior to June 27, 1905, that his widow shall receive a 
pension at the rate of $40 a month, no matter how many times 
she has since remarried, provided she is not at the present time 
married. It gives to a widow who married a Civil War veteran 
40 years after the war was over as much as is proposed to be 
given to a totally disabled veteran of the World War with a 
family on his hands. 

Mr. President, a World War veteran who is genuinely dis
abled-and that is the only kind this provision cares for-must 
satisfy the Veterans' Bureau that be is permanently disabled. 
I submit that a man who is 25 per cent disabled and who draws 
only $12 a month under the bill as it passed the Bouse will not 
be able to stand competition for a job with men in full possession 
of their faculties. . 

There is much unemployment in the land. We know that in 
modern industry competition is severe, and the man who is 25 
per cent disabled can not compete for a job with a man who is 
not disabled. Yet, for that handicap, for a handicap which 
may mean that the veteran can not get a job at all, he may 
be just sufficiently handicapped as not to be able to secure a 
position that will bring him in substantial revenue--for that 
handicap the bill as it passed the House provided the munificent 
sum ef $12 a month. 

The assistant to the Commissioner of Pensions testUied that 
the average disability in the case of Spanish-American War vet
erans was 25 per cent. Under our amendment a 25 per cent dis
ability would pay only $20, $8 a month more than would be paid 
under the bill as it passed the House. 

With a hundred thousand men-and that is what they said 
they estimated-it would amount to something like $10,000,000 
that the Walsh amendment would cost over and above the 
amount provided in the bill as it passed the House; to be exact, 
$9.600,000. 

Mr. President, I do not believe there is any man living, Secre~ 
tary of the Treasury or secretary of anything else, who is wise 
enough to pass on all of the financial legislation and all of the 
legislation carrying appropriations this Government must adopt. 
It seems to me that Congress ought to exercise some jurisdiction 
with reference to these matters. It appears to me, although it 
seems to have been somewhat forgotten, that it is the function 
of Congress to fix appropriations, and to determine revenue leg
islation, and I do not believe that Mr. Mellon, as wise as some 
believe he is, is wise enough to determine all of the policies for 
this Government. I do not believe the Budget Bureau or Mr. 
Mellon ought to be erected into a supergovernment to direct' the 

Congress of the United States as to the various activities of the 
Federal Government. ~ · - · · · 
· Mr. President, a man who is disabled may have become dis

abled from exposure, he may have been exposed in the trenches 
in France, and years afterwards the seeds of disease that were 
sown in his body then may result in a breakdown. We can not 
trace it and say, "At 11.35 o'clock on the 15th day of June you 
were attacked by exposure and now you are ill." The mental 
strain of going through a campaign may cause a breakdown 
years after the war. A veteran who is disabled, regardless of 
his service connection, ought not to be in want without aid 
from his Government. 

I ,desire to cite the views of certain Senators the other day 
when the former bill was before the Senate. I quote from the 
majority leader, the Senator from Indiana [Mr. WATSON], who 
said: · 

The next proposition was one brought in by the able Senator from 
MassachusettS and the Senator from Texas. It was a proposition that 
the first . year would carry perhaps $118,000,000·, if I recall. 

- Of course, be was incorrect in those figures. 
According to my judgment-

These are the words of the Senator from Indiana, who re
ported the present bill-

According to my judgment, if we intended to go directly to a pension 
system, that was the one we ought to have taken. 

That is the proposition of the Senator from Massachusetts 
[Mr. WALSH] and myself. 

It stops up more holes and more gaps than any other proposition 
before us, and appealed to me with a great deal of force if we were in 
a position at this time to go directly to the pension bill. But after 
we had fully discussed it we came to the conclusion that we could not 
atl'ord at this time to change the entire basis of legislation on this 
subject and go to a pension bill, because it was but one step removed. 

Those were the views and sentiments of the Senator from 
Indiana [l\!r. WATSON] last week, on the 23d day of June, 1930. 
The Senator from Indiana said the plan of the Senator from 
Massachusetts [Mr. WALSH] and myself was the plan that ought 
to be adopted if resort was to be had to a pension system. 
What caused the alteration in the views of the Senator from 
Indiana? What has come over him to make him say he is now 
opposed to the plan and is opposed to our amendment? 

I quote the Senator from California [Mr. SIJORTRIDGE], who 
had charge of the bill in the Senate the other day. Speaking of 
the estimates of the bureau and of Mr. Mellon, he said: 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. The Senator may have his latest figure, but if he 
has his estimate of last week, or last month, it may be somewhat 
different. * * • 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, if the Senator will look at the middle of the 
first column of page 11309 of the CONGRESSIONAL RECOR4 of this ses
sion, he will see a letter from General Hines explaining the effect of 
this section. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Yes; that letter has been circulated about, and has 
been torn to tatters. It has been answered again and yet again. * • • 

That is what the Senator from California thought about these 
estimates last week I quote now from the Senator from Con
necticut [Mr. BINGHAM], speaking. on the bill then before the 
Senate: 

It is so unfair that it will, I believe, eventually cause, in fact, I so 
tr-ust, such a change in the law as to provide that the man who lost a 
leg at the front, instea.d of receiving $49, will receive $100 a month, 
which is the amount in this bi)l provided for the man who contracted 
a chronic or constitutional disease between 1925 and 1930. _ It seems 
to me that those who served in France and suffered a disability during 
the war which they can prove, are more deserving of the high compen· 
sation ratings than those who contracted diseases, however much tl\ey 
may 'disable, between 1925 and 1930. 

Therefore, Mr. President, when the Senator from Massachusetts and 
the Senator from Texas brought before the committee a general pension 
proposal granting 60 per cent of the compensation rating to any veteran 
of the World War who has contracted disease, provided he goes before 
the Veterans' Bureau and is able to prove that be is disabled but is 
unable to prove that his disability arises from anything connected with 
his service during th~ war, I voted for it, even after it was shown that 
it was disapproved at the White House, because I believed that that 
was a fair thing to do, and I believed that some day we ought to come 
to that. 

The Senator from Connecticut stated last week in this Cham
ber that he favored the plan of the Senator from Massachu
setts and myself. He said he voted for it. He said he favored 
it even after he heard that the White House did not approve it. 
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How can the Senator from Connecticut now come before the 
Senate and say he does not approve of the provision 1 

I quote from the Senator from Michigan [Mr. CouzENs], 
speaking in this Chamber last week : 

Mr. President, I want to say a few words with respect to the Reed 
amendment and point out the inadequacy of the amounts allowed in the 
amendment. 

I want to congratulate the Senator from Michigan. He is a 
man of generous impulses. Be believes in ta~g care _of ~e 
veterans. His views expressed before the comm1ttee and m thlS 
Chamber all testify to that attitude. But the Senator last week 
said that the amounts proposed by the Senator from Pennsyl
vania, being the same rates that are proposed in the House bill 
now, were inadequate. If they were inadequate last week, what 
change in the stock market or in the commodity market has 
occurred since last week to make them adequate now? Then 
the Senator from :Michigan went on to compare industrial wages 
throughout the country. · . 

Mr. President, in conclusion let me say, as I sa1d at the 
beginning, that I do not favor a service pension simply based 
on service. I do not believe in cash bonuses. My fath~r was 
a soldier and never drew a dollar of pension in his life. I think 
he was better off for it. I wish there were no necessity for 
pensions. I wish there were no necessity. for disabi~ty .allow
ances. But when a man who fought for h1s country m time of 
war is disabled so that he can not earn a livelihood, somebody 
is going to have to support him, either the charita,ble organiza
tions or the county or the State or the Federal Government. 
The Federal Government is best able ]inancially to bear that 
responsibility and carry that e~nse. . . 

In 1918 the United States was m need. It was m dire need. 
It did not need any money. We had money enough to finance 
not only our own operations but the operations of all the Allies. 
It did not · need any food. We had ~od enough not only to 
support our own Army but to support every army in Europe. 
What did it need? It needed men. It. needed men with strong 
bodies men with healthy bodies. It needed men who were not 
afraid' to fight. It needed men who were not afraid to die, if 
need be in order that their country might live. I do not be
lieve th~t any grateful republic, when it finds its soldiers such 
as that in after years with bodies disabled by disease o.r in
jury will let those men suffer or go uncompensated. 

:M~. CARAWAY. Mr. Pl·esident---
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Texas 

yield to the Senator from Arkansas'! 
Mr. CONNALLY. I yield. . 
1\Ir. CARAWAY. If the men whom the Senator was discuss

ing had shown no more willingness to fight than the members 
of another body which I am not naming, had to stand up for 
thPir own bill there would have been no casualties and there 
would have b'een no pensions for actual wounds received in 
battle. 

1\Ir. CONNALLY. I thank the Senator. The Senator is 
correct. If the soldiers on the western front had had no more . 
courage and no more staying qualities than the Members of 
another body which passed a bill costing twice as much as the 
bill which the Senate later passed, if they had not stood by 
their country any better than that body did by its own bill, 
there would not have been any casualties on the western 
front except accidents from climbing over the barbed-wire 
fences to get back to the rear. 

Mr. CARAWAY. If I recollect correctly what I read in the 
newspapers, that body which we are not talking about or 
thinking about actually sent word to the President, " If you do 
not like our bill we will sustain your veto, whatever it is," and 
sent that word in advance of the President ever having vetoed 
the measure. 

Mr. CONNALLY. The Senator from Arkansas put his finger 
on the exact point. In other words, after that body which the 
Senator is not mentioning had passed a bill carrying appropria
tions ranging between $181,000,000 and $200,000,000, after they 
had passed it by a solemn roll-call vote and later considered 
and agreed to Senate amendments to the bill, they sent ambas
sadors from that body to the White House . saying: "We are 
going to sustain the veto of the President when he vetoes this 
bill. We are going to sustain that veto blindly. We do not 
know what kind of a bill will be proposed instead of it, but we 
are going to sustain the veto and take any bill that may be sent 
to us." · 

Mr. CARAWAY. But talking about the body which we can 
mention, which refused even on roll call to accept the pending 
bill, but passed the other bill by a vote of 66 to 6, if it should 
turn its back upon the bill now, what will we say about it, or 
rather what will the soldiers say about iU 

Mr. ~ONNALLY. I can not state here what the soldiers will : 
say about it because it would be unparliamentary. 

Mr. CARAWAY. I am sorry the Senator can not state it. 
Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President--. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Texas 

yield to the Senator from Kentucky'! 
Mr. CONNAL.LY. I yield. 
Mr. BARKLEY. I think the Senator did make it clear that 

when the bill was originally in another body carrying a mini
mum of $181,000,000, there was no objection urged against it by 
the Secretary of the Treasury. It was not until the bill got 
into the Senate and the amount carried by it had been reduced 
by about two-thirds that the objection came on the day when 
we were to vote. Dire distress in the country was discovered 
and the statement was made that if the bill should pass carrying 
one-third of the appropriation authorized by the bill as it passed 
the other House and without objection upon the part of any
body, no one could foretell what might happen in the way of 
a deficit. 

Mr. CONNALLY. The Senator from Kentucky is exactly 
right. When the bill was originally before the House and car
ried $181,000,000 of appropriation there were no dire predic
tions on the part of the Secretary of the Treasury. We heard 
no outcry from the SenatQr from Ohio [Mr. FEss). We heard 
no complaint from the Senator from Indiana [Mr. WATSON]. 
Apparently it was all right. But when it got over into the 
Senate and the amount was reduced by more than $100,000,000, 
because the Senate deducted more than $100,000,000 from the 
amount carried in the veterans' relief bill as it passed the 
House, then it was, and only then, that the Bureau of the 
Budget and the Secretary of the Treasury and the Director of 
the Veterans' Bureau, and all the others who could be per
suaded to bring pressure to bear upon this body, made them
selves heard in an effort to make it appear that a deficit was 
going to be created. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, does the Senator think he 
would be able to get any information from the leaders on the 
other side of the Chamber as to who is to get the $200,000,000 
surplus which we have right now? The veterans are not to 
have it because if they get it, it will create a deficit. Who is 
to have it? 

Mr. CONNALLY. The Senator fr{>m Arkansas, with the 
shrewd mind he has, ought not to ask me to answer even what· 
would appear to be a simple question like that. It will be kept 
there in the Treasury for any use to which the ruling powers 
may see fit to apply it. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Texas 

yield to the Senator from Tennessee? 
Mr. CONNALLY. I yield. 
Mr. McKELLAR. I am rather inclined to think the Senator 

from Texas is a little too harsh on the Secretary of the 
Treasury. I think the Secretary of the Treasury is doing better 
in his preclictions lately. It will be remembered that when the 
soldiers' bonus bill was before the Congress he missed his 
prediction by some $600,000,000, as I recall the amount. I 
think that is the sum and that his prediction was that there 
would be a deficit of $600,000,000. As a matter of fact there 
was a surplus of $300,000,000. Now, he has brought his predic
tions down to where he is wrong only $200,000,000. It seenis to 
me he is improving somewhat. Either he is improving or his 
fear of the World War veterans' bill is not quite so great. · 

Mr. CONNALLY. I will say to the Senator from Tennessee 
that if the marksmanship of our soldiers in France had been no 
more accurate than the predictions of Secretary of the Treasury 
Mellon with reference to deficits and surplus when we have a 
veterans' bill before us for consideration, there would not have 
been a dent made in the German lines. 

Mr. ROBSION <>"f Kentucky. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Texas 

yield to the Senator from Kentucky? 
Mr. CONNALLY. I yield. 
Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. I notice that the Senator from 

Texas [Mr. CoNNALLY), the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. CARA
WAY], the Senator from Tennessee [l\Ir. McKELLAR], and my 
distinguished colleague from Kentucky [Mr. BARKLEY] have been 
agreeing on a number of matters. I also notice that they are 
four Senators who were in the House in 1917 when a compensa
tion bill was passed to compensate World War veterans injured 
in line of duty. I rise to inquire how the distinguished Senator 
from Texas voted on that bill which proposed to limit to $30 per 
month the compensation to soldiers totally disabled in line of 
duty in France? 

Mr. CONNALLY. I will answer that question. I will say 
to the Senator from Kentucky, who is so particular about every-
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thing regarding our war record in 1917, that it looks to me 
as though he should ascertain what the actual facts are. 

M1·. ROBSION of Kentucky. The actual facts are--
Mr. CONNALLY. Just a moment. I will answer the Senator. 
Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Mr. President--
1\fr. CONNALLY. Very well; go ahead. 
Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. The actual facts are that the 

Senator from Texas, the Senator fl'om Tennessee [1\fr. Mc
KELLAR], the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. CARAWAY], and the 
Senator from Kentucky [Mr. BARKLEY] all voted for a bill 
limiting payment to $30 a month for total disability incurred 
in line of service; and in the administration of that law the 
Director of the Veterans' Bureau gave $30 for 10 per cent and 
$30 for total disability. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Texas 

yield to the Senator from Arkansas? 
Mr. CONNALLY. I yield. 
Mr. CARAWAY. When the Senator gets his facts rigb.t he 

can make another speech ; but he is so utterly wrong, why 
should we worry about him? 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. I have read from the CONGRES
SIONAL RECORD of September 13, 1917, containing the roll call 
in the House. • 

Mr. CARAWAY. And on what was the roll call? 
Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. On the bill. 
Mr. OARA WAY. Oh, the bill. The Senator is entirely mis

taken. 
Mr. CONNALLY. Let me say to the Senator from Kentucky 

that, of course, I have not consulted the RECORD lately. 
Mr. CARAWAY. It is the 8ame now as it was then. 

; Mr. CONNALLY. Evidently the Senator from Kentucky has 
' done so ; but, as I recall, there was an amendment offered by a 
Repre entative from my own State, Judge Black, now on the 
Board of Tax Appeals. There was a provision in the measure 
that made a distinction between the compensation of enlisted 
men and officers, and, as I recall, Representative Blac-k offered 
an amendment removing that distinction and providing a rate 
of $80 or $100 a month. 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. No; I will read from the act 
itself--

Mr. CONNALLY. I will answer the Senator. Is he refen·ing 
to the vote on the final passage of the bill? 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Yes. 
Mr. CONNALLY. All right; I will answer the Senator. Yes, 

we voted for it because it was either that or nothing. How 
would the Senator have voted? Would he have denied soldiers 
of the World War even $30 a month? 

Mr. RQBSION of Kentucky. Wait a moment, and I will an
swer the Senator's question. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Then, answer me. 
Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. The Democratic Party then had 

plenty of. votes ; it was in control of Congress ; it had a substan
tial majority in both the House and the Senate. There was 
also a Democratic President, and Mr. M(!Adoo was Secretary of 
the Treasury. The Democratic Party had charge of legislation 
in the House and the Senate. I am wondering why they limited 
the payment for total disability to $30 a month. I will say that 
I would not have voted for it; I think it was an outrage. 

Mr. CONNALLY. And the Senator will not vote for this pro-
posal, either. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President--
Air. CONNALLY. I yield to the Senator from Kentucky. 
Mr. BARKLEY. I will say to the Senator from Texas that 

that was the first war in which the United States had ever en
gaged up to that time when Congress ever provided in advance 
any compensation for disability incurred by a soldier who was 
engaged in the war. . 

Mr. CONNALLY.~ Yes. I will say to the Senator from Ken
tucky that I accept the challenge. He is trying to make a politi
cal issue out of this matter. He is correct in one thing, 
namely, when he says the Democratic Party had a President in 
the White House at that time. Yes, we did have a President 

, .in 1918. The Senator is correct in saying also that we had 
. control of legislation at that time, and, as suggested b.Y the 
senior Senator from Kentucky, in no war that had ever there

, tofore been fought had we had any sort of provision in advance 
for disability incurred by soldiers participating in the war. 

· Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. If the Senator will permit 
me--

Mr. CONNALLY. Wait until I answer the question. · 
Mr. ROBSION of · Kentucky. In every war. that bas been 

fought--
Mr. CO~"'NALLY. I refuse to -yield until I say," I yield." · 
Mr. ROBSIO.N of Kentucky. In the case of every war we 

have provi-ded pensions for disabilities. 

1\fr. CONNALLY. I ask that the Ohair enforce the rule 
against a Republican as well as a Democrat. I will yield to 
the Senator when I desire to yield. 

Mr. CARAWAY. If the Senator from Texas does not hurry, 
the Senator from Kentucky will not be here. 

Mr. GONNALLY. The Senator from Kentucky is trying to 
revive the bitterness and partisan rancor of 10 or 12 years ago. 
I think that the future historian will be able to write the his
tory of the great World War, and I think he will be able to 
tell whether or not under Democratic leadership the United 
States came out of that war with victory on its banner. We 
came out without any stain upon our record. Not one re pon
sible Democratic official during that war was ever convicted or 
ever charged with graft or corruption. Since the Senator from 
Kentucky wants to make it a partisan issue, I might suggest 
that as soon as the war was over, and his party came into 
power, members of that party plunged their arms up to their 
elbows in graft and corruption. Even an official of the Vet
erans' Bureau was convicted and put in the penitentiary for 
misusing the funds of that bureau. If the Senator \Vants the 
facts, those are the facts, and let him make the most of it. 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Oh, no; the Senator can not 
make a political issue out of it. I was just asking the Senator 
how he voted. 

Mr. CONNALLY. I voted for it, and the Senator from Ken
tucky said be would have voted against it. He said that if be 
had been here during the war he would have voted to send men 
into battle, he would have voted to send men to France, and 
then when the only bill that came before Congress provided for 
giving them compensation at even the moderate rate of $30 a 
month, the Senator from Kentucky said that he would not even 
vote to give them $30; "that he would draft them and send them 
into the jaws of hell without a cent of compen ation for disabil
ities received. 

1\Ir. ROBSION of Kentucky. The Senator from Kentucky 
would have been for a reasonable compensation; that is what 
he would have been for. · 

Mr. CONNALLY. But if the Senator from Kentucky bad 
been there then his influence in obtaining a rea onable bill 
would have been of about as much con equence as his action 
here to-day will be with reference to the pending bill. The Sen
ator from Kentucky, 12 years after the war, rises here and asks 
the Senator from Texas how he voted 12 or 13 years ago on a 
compensation bill. Yes, I voted for it; and I am going to vote 
to-day to give to some of tho e boys who are now disabled, for 
whom the Senator from Kentucky professes such an intense · 
sympathy, compensation more adequate than the pending bill 
provides. 

The Senator from Kentucky wanted a more reasonable bill, 
he says, in 1918. Look bow his heart has broadened during 
these years ! Look bow much milk of human kindne s has ac
cumulated in his system since that time! Thirty dollars was not 
'enough away back in 1918; he wanted Congress to give them a 
large amount. That was when they were well ; that was when 
they were strong; but now that they are crippled, wounded, sick, 
and their bodies bent and broken he wants to give them $12 
a month for 25 per cent disability ; and if a veteran is 50 per 
cent disabled the Senator from Kentucky says, "No; you shall 
have but $18 for a 50 per cent disability," and if the veteran 
is three-fourths dead, out of the immensity of his sympathy, 
the Senator from Kentucky is willing to allow him $24 a month. 

Mr. 1\foKELLAR and Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky addressed 
the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER.' Does the Senator from Texas 
yield; and if so to whom? 

Mr. CONNALLY. I yield to the Senator from Tennessee. 
Mr. McKELLAR. I wish to say that the RIOOORD from which 

the Senator from Kentucky read a few moments ago is the 
Honse RECoRD of date September, 1917. If the Senator from 
Kentucky is no more accurate in his statement of other facts 
than be is about history we need not pay very much attention 
to what he says, for I was not even a Member of the House at 
that time. 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. I will say that the Senator 
from '.rennessee voted on October 4, according to the RECORD 
here. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I was not a Member of the House at that 
time. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President--
Mr. CONNALLY. I yield to the Senator from Arkansas. 
Mr. CARAWAY.. I was going to say that the Senator from 

Kentucky was for holding out large promises in order to get 
men to fight the war and let other people tay home, but now 
that the war is over he says, " I will not pay you a cent ; there 
is no danger n~w ." · 
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Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Mr. President, I should like 

to correct the Senator. 
Mr. CONNALLY. I should like for the Senator from Ken

tucky to get permission before he addresses the Senate. I will 
grant it, but I desire the Chair so to announce. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Te:x.as 
yield to the Senator from Kentucky? 

Mr. COI\TNALLY. I refuse to yield until the Senator from 
Kentucky conducts himself in a parliamentary manner and asks 
me to yield. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Then the Senator from Texas will not yield 
at all. 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Texas 

yield to the Senator from Kentucky? 
Mr. CONNALLY. I yield. 
1\Ir. ROBSION of Kentucky. The Senator from Texas has 

spoken incorrectly. Last December I introduced a bill in the 
House before I left that body granting pensions to non-service
connected disability veterans of the World War ranging up to 
$50 a month and $72 a month where an attendant is needed. 
The bill also provides a pension for their widows and children. 
When I came to the Senate I reintroduced that bill. So I think 
the statement of the Senator as to my attitude toward veterans' 
legislation is not correct. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Oh, of course not. 
Mr. President, let me say to the Senator from Kentucky I 

did not get him into this debate; I did not provoke the Senator 
from Kentucky; I was trying, in my humble way, to present 
certain facts to the United States Senate; and then the Senator 
from Kentucky over there, with his investigatory powers and 
a spyglass, has been digging into some partisan record in order 
to try to embarrass the Senator from Texas; and whatever I 
said in reply was provoked by the Senator himself. 

The Senator says that he is strongly in favor of the bill that 
was introduced last fall. The Senator also voted for a bill here 
two or three weeks ago to pension civil employees of the Gov
ernment, men with poll-tax receipts, who vote, many of them 
perhaps in Kentucky; he is willing to vote money out of the 
Treasury to give pension allowances to clerks and stenographers 
who have lived off the Government for their whole lifetime, 
and then when they retire he wants to give them money out of 
the Treasury. But when it comes to the World War veteran 
who is totally disabled, with a wife and with children, the 
Senator from Kentucky says, "No; I will not give him $60 a 
month; let him have $40 if he is flat on his back, and if he 
is only reasonably crippled pay him $12." That is the doctrine 
of the Senator from Kentucky. Yes; the Senator from Ken
tucky voted two weeks ago for a Civil War pension in which 
he gave every Union soldier $75 a month, whether he is well 
or whether he is sick, whether he is rich or whether be is poor. 
The main consideration probably with the Senator from Ken
tucky is, Has he got the right to vote? He voted to give him 
$75 a month, but he will not give to the World War veteran 
more than a maximum of $40 a month for total disability. _ 

He voted to give to the Spanish-American War veteran -$60 a 
month not two weeks ago, and yet when it comes to the World 
War veterans he says, "No; we must not have a deficit; Mr. 
Mellon, my political director, says that we must not exceed the 
Budget." 

Mr. President, in conclusion let me repeat something I said 
a while ago. In 1918 this Government was in the war; it had its 
forces yonder on the western front; it was in need-not in need 
of food, for we had sufficient food to feed the armies of the 
world; it did not need money, for we had enough money to 
finance the armies of the world; but what we did need was 
men, men with strong arms and healthy bodies, men who were 
not afraid to fight, men who were not .afraid to die, if necessary, 
in order that their country might live. Now, 12 years after the 
war, a great rich country, loaning money to the world, reducing 
the war debts that other nations owe it, granting bounties from 
the Treasury to stimulate the merchant marine---$30,000,000 
through mail contracts-and millions of dollars a year through 
tariff rates in order to fatten and prosper certain particular 
industries, it is proposed that we shall deny justice to the 
soldiers of the World War. . 

Mr. President, as a Senator of the United States, as a Senator 
of a grateful Republic, I shall never vote to make one of those 
veterans who went through that tornado of war and that furnace 
of hell, and who is now disabled or diseased-! for one shall 
not vote to make him eat the ·bread of a beggar or wear the 
rags of a pauper. • · 

Mr. REED. Mr: President, I should ~ke to take advantage 
of the lull ·in hostilities between _Texas and Kentucky to put in 
the RECORD some estimates that have been prepared by the 
.Veterans' Bureau to show th~ cost of the respective p~posa~ 

which we are considering. These figures are not from Mr. 
Mellon. I do not believe it is n~cessary for me to defend Mr. 
Mellon at this time. He has been under constant denunciation 
for the last nine years ; so that if this building shall ever be 
dismantled I am sure that the bricks when taken out will still 
be ringing with epithets directed against him. These estimates 
come from the Veterans' Bureau. 

The bill, as it was reported by the Finance Committee, is 
estimated to cost $31,555,000 the first year; $58,000,000-I will 
leave out the odd thou ands-the second year. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
I did not hear what he said for the second year. 

Mr. REED. I will start again. 
In 1931 it is estimated that the bill, as reported by the 

Finance Committee, wm cost $31,500,000. 
In 1932 it will cost $58,000,000. 
In 1933 it will cost $71,000,000. 
In 1934 it will cost $76,000,(){)(}. 
In 1935 it will cost $82,000,000. 
That is the bill as it came from the Finance Committee. If 

the amendment offered by the Senator from Massachusetts 
[Mr. WALSH] is adopted, the bureau estimates that the cost of 
the bill will be $58,000,000 in 1931, $116,000,000 in 1932, $143,-
000,000 in 1933, $155,000,000 in 1934, and $167,000,000 in 1935-
almost exactly twice the amount for each year that the bill 
would cost as it came from the committee. In other words, the 
Walsh amendment, if adopted, just about doubles the cost of 
the bill in each year. 

Mr. STECK. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Penn· 

sylvania yield to the Senator from Iowa? 
Mr. REED. I yield. 
Mr. STECK . . Can the Senator gives us any explanation as 

to why the amount is doubled after the first year? 
Mr. REED. I am glad the Senator asked that question, be

cause it seems paradoxical to say that increasing the limit from 
$40 to $60 results in doubling the aggregate. In other words, to 
increase the maximum 50 per cent ought not, as it appears at 
first glance, to double the cost of the bill. 

It comes about in this w-ay : The addition of an allowance to 
men who· are disabled less than 25 per cent, which is effected by 
the Walsh amendment, adds so many men to the rolls that 
although the average amount per man is very s-lightly increased 
the additional number of men doubles the total burden. The 
bureau estimates that under the Finance Committee bill the 
average amount paid would be $18 per man, while under the 
Walsh amendment the average amount paid would be $20 per 
man ; but whereas it is estimated that only 156,000 men would 
apply for the allowance the first year under the Finance Com
mittee bill 288,000 would apply under the Walsh amendment ; 
the additional number, you see, being made up of those men 
who are injured less than 25 per cent. 

I wonder if I have made that clear. 
Mr. STECK. The Senator has made it clear to me. One 

other question : 
The director's figures on the Walsh-Connally amendment are 

that the first year, in 1931, it wouid cost $58,000,000. 
Mr. REED. That is the total bill. . · 
Mr. STECK. The second year it would cost $116,000,000. 
Mr. REED. That is right. 
Mr. STECK. I am not able to determine why it should cost 

twice as much in 1932 as it would in 1931. 
Mr. REED. Because the experience of the Pension Office 

shows us that the applications will come in at about that rate. 
It is largely an administrative matter. A good many men will 
not learn of their rights at once. 

Mr_ STECK. -I have in my mind one other matter, somewhat 
along the same lines that I have questioned the Senator about; 
but I am curious to know wh~re the fit,oures came from that are 
in the present bill. They are-the same figures that the Senator 
from Pennsylvania offered when the bill was in the Senate 
some time ago. · 

Mr. REED. Yes. 
Mr. STECK. Did they grow out of the Senator's own mind, 

or a_re they the result of the study. of somebody, or the Vet-
erans' Bureau, or experience? . 

Mr. REED. No; they came about in this way: They ~re the 
schedule established by the Spanish-War veterans' disability . 
pension act of 1920, with the maximum increased from $30 up 
to $40. Otherwise the figures are the same as in the disability 
pension act of 1920. _ 

1\Ir. STECK. Now, just one other _question: 
·Since the Senate passed the veterans' legislation and it was 

sent back to the House and approved by the House it has ap
peared i.Q. the newspapers, and it seems to be the general opinion 
pt'the ·country at large-i_t :wa~ my opi.p~OJl, gained ~om co:p.-
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versation and from the newspapers-that the present bill is the 
bill which is put forward by the President,- by the administra
tion, as a compromise. Does the Senator know whether there 
is any basis in fact for that? 

Mr. REED. I am not authorized to speak for the President; 
but I have the impres ion that he would be satisfied with the bill as 
it came from the Finance Committee or· as it came from the 
House. 
, Mr. STECK. The principal reason why I am asking that 

question is this : I am wondering who is to take the responsi
bility of initiating pension legislation for veterans of the World 
War. Is the Congress taking that responsibility, or is the ad
ministration taking it? They are certainly not attempting to 
place the responsibility upon any of the veterans' organizations. 

Mr. REED. I think we must all carry our own responsibility. 
I am very glad to assume the responsibility for what is called 
the Reed amendment, although I must confess that the idea 
wa. plagiarized from the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
WALSH], because he had offered an amendment in the Finance 
Committee several weeks before that time. 
. Mr. STECK. A number of Senators have asked me whether 

or not this part of the bill had the Legion's approval, and I 
4ave been forced to answer that the Legion has neither ap
~roved nor disapproved it. 

The Senator knows the reason why I am trying to place the 
responsibility, to protect the Legion. The fa,ct of the matter is, 
as the Senator knows, that when the bonus legislation was up 
some years ago, under the administrations of Mr. Harding and 
Mr. Coolidge, a promise was asked for and given by the officers 
of the American Legien that if the so-called bonus bill passed 
during the life of those certificates the American Legion would 
not come to Congress asking for pension legislation. So I just 
want it clearly understood at this time that the American 
Legion at least has not initiated the pension ·legislation, and 
tpat the American Legion has abided by its pledge and abided by 
its promise. I want it understood by the Senate and by the coun
try that this pension legislation is not initiated by the Legion. 
It is initiated, a.s far as I can determine, by the administration. 
The Legion is taking no stand whatever in the matter. 

Mr. REED. That seems strange, because I have before me a 
telegram on the subject from the national commander of the 
Legion. · 

Mr. STECK. If the Senator has read it, he knows that it 
exactly follows what I have said; and, if it is the same tele
gram that I have, reading from a part of the telegram, it says: 

The proposed amendment to section 200 is a departUre from the 
established policy or the Legion. I am therefore in no position to com
ment thereon. 

Mr. REED. It follows that by a statement asking Colonel 
Taylor to speak to the Senate Finance Committee for the na
tional commander and "assure them of our appreciation of their 
interest in this disabled legislation, and urge them to report out 
immediately the bill with the amendments ugge ted above," 
which, by the way, have been put in the bill. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, if the Senator will yield, 
the amendment eliminating the Comptroller General from the 
Veterans' Bureau was not adopted. 

Mr. REED. That is true. 
Mr. STECK. There is no expression in this telegram which 

the Senator can construe to mean that the American Legion 
has sponsored pension legislation. That is what I am getting at. 

Mr. REED. No; I did not say that the American Legion bad 
sponsored it. I shall be very glad to as ume the re ponsibility 
for sponsoring it when I offer that amendment. 

Mr. STECK. I do not want the Senator to. 
Mr. REED. If that is subject to blame, I am glad to take it. 
Mr. STECK. I shoul<;i like to know ·where the re ponsibility 

is. I am not asking the Senator to assume anything. . 
Mr. REED. I introduced the amendment fir t on the floor of 

the Senate, and I was not asked to do it by the American Legion. 
I also have a message from the national commander of the 

Veterans of Foreign War~, who has just telephoned from Lan
sing, Mich., that the Veterans of Foreign Wars favor the vet
ei·ans' bill as reported to the Senate from the Finance Com
mittee. So we need not have much doubt about where the 
veterans' organizations stand on this m~tter. 

I ask leave to insert at this point in my remarks the two 
tables received from the Di~ctor of the Veterans' Bureau, show
ing in the first table the cost of the bill as it came from the 
Finance Committee, and showing in the second table the cost of 
the bill as it would be if the Walsh amendment were adopted. 

There being no objection, the tables were ordered to be printed 
in the REOoRD, as foll_ows: 

Estimated 6-11ear cost of H. R. 1S17~, as submitted by United States Veterans' Bureau 

Sec
tion Amendment 

6 Relief of disbursing officers ________ ------------- ________ ----------------------------------
9 Uniforms for personnel, Arlington Building, Washington, D. 0--------------------------

. 10 Assembling War Department records.---------------------------------------------------
11 Disability allowance for veterans suffering with permsnent disabilities 25 per cent or 

more received subsequent to service-range $12 to $40; average monthly amount, $18 ___ _ 
Estimated number of veterans on rolls __ -------------------------------------------------

12 Minimum allowance of $20 for dependent mother and father ... --------------------------12 Flags to drape caskets. ______________ _______________________________ --------- ____________ _ 

1931 1932 1933 1934 1935 Total 

$218, 000 $218, 000 1, 800 -------$900- -----~-$000- --------000- -------$900- 5, 4{)() 

3, 000,000 ------------ ------------ ------------ ------------ 3, 000,000 

25, :?81, 000 55, :?89, 000 68, 649, ()()() 74, 404, 000 80, 570, ()()() 304, 193, 000 
(156, 656) (:?89, 273) (327, 335) (350, 173) (380, 622) ---------- - -

~000 ~000 ~()()() ~000 ~()()() ~()(}() 
40, 250 43, 000 45, 000 49, 000 51, 000 228, 25!) 

' 13 Extra $25 allowance for persons suffering the loss of use of a creative organ or one or more 
feet or hands in active service (estimate on amputation cases only) __ ------------------- $1, 000, 000 $1, 000, 000 $1, 000, 000 $1, 000, 000 $1, 000, 000 $5, 000, ()(}() 

14 Minimum rating of 25 per cent for arrested tuberculosis__________________________________ 8, 000 8, 000 8, 000 8, 000 8, 000 40, OO:> 
Administrative cost·--------------------------------------------------------------------- 2, 000,000 2, 000,000 1, 500,000 1, 000,000 500,000 7, 000,000 

TotaJ ____________________ ; --------------------------------------------------------- '-31-, 5-5-5,-0-50-~1--58-, 346-.-900-r-71-, 208,--9-00-.
1
-76-, 4-6-7,-900-1--8-2-,1-3-5,-900-:l- 3-1-9,-7-14,_6_5_0 

Estimated 5-fleaT cost of H. R. 1S17 ~. amended by ame'Tldment llU{Jgested bv Senator Walsh 
[U. 8. Veterans' Buteau estimate based on Pension Bureau experience) 

Sec
tion Amendment 

6 Relief of disbursing officers ___________ --------------------------------------------------_ 9 Uniforms for personnel Arlington Building, Washington, D. 0--------------------------
10 Assembling War Department records·---------------------------------------------------
11 Disability allowance for veterans sufi'ering with permanent disabilities 10 per cent or 

more-received subsequent to s&vice. Range $10 to $60; average monthly $20 _________ _ 
Estimated number of veterans on rolls __ -------------------------------------------------12 Minimum allowance of $20 for dependent mother and father ____________________________ _ 

12 Flags to drape caskets _________ ·------ ----------------------------------------------------
13 Extra 25 allowance for P.ersons sufi'ering the loss of use of a creative organ or one or more 

feet or hands in active service (estimate on amputation cases only)---------------------
14 Minimum rating of 25 per cent for arrested tuberculosis .---------------------------------

Administrative cost. ____________________________________________ -------------------------

Total ___ ___ -----------------------------~------------------------------------------

1931 

$218, ()()() 
1,800 

3,000,000 

57:018,380 
288, 991) 

6,000 
40,250 

1, 000,000 
8, 000 

2, 000, 000 

58,292,430 

1932 1933 

-------$900- -------$000-
--------·--- ------------
113, 763, 840 141, 252, 960 

(535,691) (606, 175) 
6,000 6, 000 

43,000 45,000 

1,000,000 1,000, ()()() 
8,000 8,000 

2, 000,000 1, 500,000 

116, 821, 740 143, 812, 860 

1934 1935 Tota 

-------$900- ------------ ,218, 000 
$900 5,400 

------------ ------·----- 3, 000,000 

153, 094, 740 16~ 782,160 625,912,0 0 
(648, 468) 704, 856) -·----------

6, ()()() 6,000 30, ()()() 
4.9,000 51,000 ~28.2.50 

1,000, ()()() 1,000,000 5, 000,000 
8,000 8,000 40,00'.> 

1,000, ()()() 500,000 7, 000, ()()!) 

155,158,640 167, 348, 060 ~·· 433,730 

NoTE.-lt must be remembered that the effect of the provision in sec. 210 will not reduce the annual cost of this bill. It only avoids necessity for m3king an additional 
appropriation of approximately $25,000,000. ... • ... 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President-
Mr. REED. I yield to the Senator. 
Mr. WALSH of Montana. I inquire of the Senator if we are 

~o understand from the statement be makes concerning the tele
gram from the commander of the Veterans of Foreign Wars 
that that signifies a choice on his part as between the bill as 
reported by the committee U!!d the amendment now propose~. 

Mr. REED. No, Mr. President. Of course, if the veterans 
thought that a bill containing the rates in the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. WALSH] could be e
cured, undoubtedly they would prefer them ; but I am afraid 
the veterans have learned by sad experience that the efforts to 
increase rates in bills of this type do not always materialize in 
enacted legislatio~. In other words, to put it plainly, the vet-
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erans know that they can get the rates offered in the Senate 
bill, and they do not want to see the bill overloaded to the 
point where it will fail. That, I think, is their thought. 

,Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Penn

sylvania yield to the Senator from Nebraska? 
Mr. REED. I yield to the Senator. 
Mr. NORRIS. The Senator means by that that they are 

afraid of a veto? 
Mr. REED. No; not necessarily. They may be afraid of a 

disagreement with the House; they may be afraid of a veto; 
they may feel that to load up the bill will endanger its final 
pas age. I am not implying that the President is going to veto 
the bill, because I do not know. I have not asked. 

Mr. NORRIS. Does the Senator mean to imply that the 
House of Representatives, if left to themselves, to follow their 
own convictions, would oppose the amendment offered by the 
Senator from Massachusetts? 

Mr. REED. They might. They show a greater responsibility 
for the public finances than we do. 

Mr. NORRIS. Assuming that they would, the bill would go 
to conference, would it not? 

Mr. REED. It would. 
Mr. NORRIS. What reason has the Senator to think that 

because it goes to conference on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses it would for that reason fail? 

Mr. REED. It might fail in conference. 
Mr. NORRIS. That is possible, of course. 

· Mr. REED. The District appropriation bill is doing that at 
this minute. 

Mr. NORRIS. Yes. That might happen to any legislation. 
If that be true then when we get a bill from the House it would 
be our duty t~ pass it as the House passed it. Otherwise, if 
we made an amendment, it might fail. 

Mr. REED. Of course. 
Mr. NORRIS. I desire to ask the Senator another question. 

He referred to a telephonic communication with the commander 
of the organization of foreign wars. 

Mr. REED. The national commander of the Veterans of 
Foreign Wars. 

Mr.· NORRIS. The national commander; yes. That took 
place after the veto of the other soldier relief bill; did it not? 

:Mr. REED. The message came through Captain Bettelheim 
about an hour and a half ago, I should say. 

Mr. NORRIS. Then I suggest to the Senator that the mes
sage probably came on the theory that the other bill had been 
vetoed, and that the rates provided in the Senate bill that has 
been reported here were all that they could get. 

Mr. REED. I think that is probably so. 
Mr. NORRIS. It would be fair to say, would it not, that 

under the existing circumstances the commander probably went 
on the theory that it was that or nothing, and he would rather 
have that than nothing? 

Mr. REED. I suspect that is the way his mind worked. 
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, in connection with the 

Senator's statement that the House has greater concern for the 
state of the public finances than we have, I would like to point 
out that the bill which originally passed, and which came over 
to the Senate, carried about $181,000,000 of drain on the 
Treasury. 

Mr. REED. I think that is true; but I believe that is rather 
exceptional. I believe that the veterans feel as a large part of 
the population feel, that the Senate has been increasingly reck· 
less in its expenditure of the national funds. I believe that 
they look rather askance at proposals in the Senate to load 
down these bills. Perhaps that is an injustice to the Senate, 
but at any rate, I believe that the veterans are rather skeptical 
of proposals to increase the sehedules in this particular bill. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts rose. 
Mr. REED. I say that without refiecting in the slightest upon 

the motives of the Senator from Massachusetts. I would like to 
say now that ever since he and I served together on the com
mittee which investigated the Veterans' Bureau-the investiga
tion which resulted in sending Director Forbes to the peniten
tiary, by the way--ever since that day, baek in 1923, the vet
erans of the last war have had no stancher friend than the 
Senator from Massachusetts. I know that in that investigation 
and sirice then he has handled veterans' legislation, as far as 
I could tell, without a suspicion of political bias. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. REED. I yield. 
.Mr. NORRIS. I want to ask the Senator if it is not true, 

epeaking of the vetoed bill, that the House of Representatives 
as it originally passed that bill provided for a larger ex:pendi-
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ture of money than was authorized in the Senate bill after it 
had been amended, and in which form it was vetoed? 

Mr. REED. That is quite true; the bill was loaded down on 
the fioor of the House, and· I doubt if there was a single Member 
of the House who realized how devastating it was at the time 
he voted for it on final passage. 

Mr. NORRIS. Can the Senator harmonize that action on 
the part of the House in passing that bill, which was loaded 
down much heavier than it was when the Senate got through 
with it, and much heavier than it was when the President vetoed 
it, with his statement that the Senate is the extravagant body, and 
has no consideration for the condition of the Public Trea!ilury? 

Mr. REED. Yes; I can harmonize those statements. I think 
the House did not know what the bill would cost. I do not 
think any of them realized the extent of the amendments which 
were adopted after the bill had been reported out. No estimate 
had been given. I do not believe the House was conscious of 
the effect of the amendments. 

Mr. NORRIS. Can it be possible that the House, being that 
reckless and passing legislation providing for such enormous 
expenditures of money, is still much more careful than the 
Senate? If that be the case, then the Senate is certainly reck
less indeed, if we are to consider as the fact what the Senator 
has stated as his belief, that the House passed that bill without 
knowing what was in it. 

Mr. REED. I gladly confess that their action in that case 
and on that bill does not bear out the other statement I made. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE and Mr. GLASS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Penn

sylvania yield; and if so, to whom? 
Mr. REED. I decline to yield for a moment. I will yield in 

just a little while. 
I say the impression prevails in the United States that on 

the whole the House is far more careful in the expenditure of 
Government money than is the Senate, and I believe that that 
is one of the reasons why the veterans look askance on ~fforts 
by the Senate to pile up the rate schedule in the pending bill. 
I do not offer that as my own opinion. 

1\lr. WALSH of Mo~tana. Mr. President, I rise to express 
the hope that the chairman of the Committee on Appropriations 
has been listening to the statement of the Senator from Penn
sylvania, and will, before the Congress adjourns, tell the Senate 
how much substance there is in the statement made by the Sen
ator from Pennsylvania to the effect that the country believes 
that the Senate l.laB been reckless in the expenditure of public 
funds. 

Mr. REED. I d-o not suppose the chairman of the Committee 
on Appropriations knows any better than any others of us what 
the country believes on that subject. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I was not aware that that view 
was prevalent I was surprised to hear the Senator make the 
statement, and I hope we will have the exact truth about the 
matter. 

Mr. REED. The exact truth is impossible to ascertain. It 
necessarily must be a matter of the impression each of us forms 
from reading editorials and from our correspondence. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE and Mr. GLASS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Penn-

sylvania yield ; and if so, to whom? · , 
Mr. REED. I think the Senator from Wisconsin asked me 

to yield first. Then I will yield to the Senator from Virginia. 
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, I do not wish to inter

rupt the Senator further, but in connection with the Senator 's 
statement that he doubted whether Members of the House real
ized what the original bill which they passed would amount 
to in expenditures, I merely wish to say that a perusal of the 
debates when the original bill was pending in the House will 
show that there were submitted to the House during the debates 
various estimates as to the cost of the various amendments which 
were adopted ; and if Members of the House were not familiar 
with the total sum which the bill would cost, it must be as
sumed that it was because they were absent and did not listen 
to the debates. 

Mr. REED. Be that as it may, I am giving only what I be
lieve r-ery strongly to be the general opinion in the country, and 
I think the veterans share it. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to me? 
Mr. REED. I yield. 
Mr. McKELLAR. The Senator talks about the Senate being 

mo'J.·e profi.igate in the use of money than the House. 
Mr. REED. I did not say it was ; I said the country thought 

it was. 
Mr. McKELLAR. I am going to tell the Senator some facts . 

A short time ago the Senate passed a retirement bill, giving 
a very large increase in retirement pay to the civilian employees 
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of the Government, and the House nearly doubled the amount. 
Not a word was said- about it, and the President signed the bilL 
It seems that when the appropriations are for civilian employees, 
even it the House is reckless in giving out money to civilian 
employees, it is all right ; but if they are military employees, it 
is all wrong. 

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to me? 
Mr. REED. I yield. 
M'r. GLASS. The apparent inconsistency of the Senator from 

Pennsylvania can be explained by the superior discernment and 
• intellectual capacity of the other House. They learned in 20 
, minutes' debate more than other Senators have been able to 
' learn about this measure in the last few hours. Does the Sena-
tor Sef'iously think that the House knows much about this bill 
which was sent over here? 

· Mr. REED. Mr. President, I am quite sure that the Veter
. ans' Committee of the House kno-ws all about it. 

Mr. GLASS. Well, the Senator is more credulous than I am. 
Mr. REED. Principally because every section in the bill as 

it came from the House, excepting one, was in the legislation 
previously passed by the House, or reported by Chairman JoHN
soN, of the Veterans' Committee. They have been studying 
this matter for a year. As far as that committee is concerned, it 
'knows just as much about veterans' affairs as anybody in the 
city of Washington. 

Mr. GLASS. I am not talking about the committee; I am 
1talking about rthe House. The· committee does not legislate. 
The House had 20 minutes, debate on the bill. Does the Sena
, tor think the House can comprehend more in 20 minutes than 
'the Senate can in several days? 

Mr. REED. I am not going to get into a comparison of 
the Senate and the House. 

Mr. GLASS. The Senator made a comparison. 
Mr. REED. Mr. President, in the hea1·ings before the Finance 

Committee on the cost of the amendment offered by the Senator 
. from Massachusetts testimony was taken, and the Director of 
the Veterans' Bureau testified that the rates given in the 
Walsh amendment would cost on an average $164,000,000 per 
year over the next five years. A representative of the Pension 
Bureau estimated that the average cost would be $171,000,000 a 
year for the next five years. There was comparative agree
ment between the two authorities on the cost. 

Frankly, I think the average they have assumed is a little 
bit too high. I believe that it will run closer to $20 than to 
$25, on an average, per man per month, and I think that both 
of those estimates are a little bit high. The average will run 
closer to $135,000,000, I should say, for the 5-year period. 

Necessarily, there is a factor of some doubt-that is, the rate 
at which the applications will come in, but it seems to be gen
erally conceded by both authorities that about 600,000 men will 
come upon the pension rolls in the course of the next five years, 

. and that the cost at the end of the five years will be in the 
neighborhood of $160,000,000 for the last of the five years. 

1\ir. President, there is one other matter to be borne in mind; 
and I am going to speak very b1iefly, because I do hope we can 
get a vote on the bill this afternoon. The Spanish-American 
War veterans had to wait for 22 years before they got a disa
bility pension. The World War veterans wait 12 years, against 
the Spanish-American War veterans wait of 22 years. These 
men are getting their disability pension 10 years sooner than 
did their Spanish-American War brothers. That is one fact. 

In the next place, while the rates in the bill as it came from 
the Finance Committee range from $12 to $40, according to the 
degree of the disability, the rates first given the Spanish
American War veterans after their long wait ranged from $12 
to $30. So the World War veterans are getting a more liberal 
pension after 12 years than the Spanish-American War men 
got after 22 years. 

There is . still this factor, that the month in which the 
Spanish War veterans' bill was enacted, June, 1920, was the 
month in which the cost of living was the highest in the entire 
history of the United States. The $30 maximum given the 
Spanish-American War veteran in June, 1920, bought less in the 
way of subsistence, comforts, and necessities than $30 ever 
bought before or since. The value of the dollar to-day is almost 
twice what it was when the Spanish War act was passed. Not 
only do we give the World War veteran more money 10 
years sooner than we gave anything to the Spanish-American 
War veteran, but the money we give him has a purchasing power 
twice the purchasing power of the pension of the Spanish War 
veteran in 1920 . 

.All those t.hlngs are worth taking into account. It is purely 
a matter of dollars and cents. Probably $60 a month will . 
not support a man in comfort in the city and it will not suppor.t 
his family. If we had the money, we would all like to see 

~ 

more than that paid. Nobody would resist paying more to a 
disabled man. 

We have to draw the line some place. It seemed to a major
ity of the committee that the rates stated in the bill under all 
the circumstances were all we were justified in giving at that. 
time. It is not a matter of principle. It is purely a matter· 
of c&].culation in dollars and cents. We are paying out in the1 

current year over $511,000,000 to the veterans of the last war. 
We are increasing that by this bill an average of $60,000,000 
more. We are adding $60,000,00 on top of the $511,000,000 which 
we are now spending. 

No nation on earth ever treated its veterans so well. We; 
must not stop to figure this disability allowance as if it were 
the only thing the veterans are getting. We are giving them 
free medical treatment either in dispensaries or in the hospi
tals. We have thousands of such veterans in the hospitals 
to-day, getting the best care that America can give them. We 
have given them a bonus law. Remember, when we contrast 
these figures with the Spanish-American War figures, that the 
Spanish-American War veteran gets no bonus for his fighting. 
Everyone of the beneficiaries of the bill now before us bas a 
bonus besides, and he has hospital trea,tment in addition to that. 
As I said, no nation in history ever treated its veterans as well 
as we have treateq the World War veterans. I am proud of 
that. I am proud that our country has been able to do it and 
I am glad it bas done it. We have no need to apologize to any
body for the liberality of our treatment of our veterans. 

This year, out of a total expense of $3,300,000,000 aside from 
sinking-fund operations, over $700,000,000, or more than 20 per 
cent, is going to veterans of past wars or their dependents. 
Surely it can not be charged that we have been niggardly in 
our treatment of the men who stood by us in the country's time ' 
of need. 

I hope, Mr. President, that for the sake of getting something 
for our veterans the Senate will see fit to stand by the action 
of the Finance Committee. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I shall detain the Senate 
but a moment. In the colloquy a moment ago between Senator 
REED and Senator NoRRis something was said about vetoes by · 
the House and vetoes by the President. It will be remembered 
that the President vetoed a prior bill of this character ju t a 
few days ago. He vetoed a Spanish-American War veterans' 
bill a few weeks ago. As a vetoer of sick, wounded, and 
maimed war veterans' measures, be has become an expert; but 
that is another question. I have here three short verses evidently 
written by a soldier which I want to read to the Senate. It 
seems t9 m it is very appropriate while we are considering ve
toes and while we are considering this legislation. I read from 
the Chicago Tribune of June 27, 1930: 

AND NO ONE PUT A VETO ON THAT 

I remember the dawn of that cold, rainy day, 
Our first time over the top, 

How for hours we crouched in the mud of the trench 
With our hearts going flippity flop. 

And at last the word came, and over we went 
Where the bullets whistled and spat, 

· And shrapnel screamed round like demons from hell, 
And no one put a veto on that. 

I remember a. night in a thick marshy wood 
When the Boche gave a chlorine gas ball; 

We couldn't fight back, we were held in reserve, 
Had to stay there and take it, that's all. 

And thicker and thicker the stinking fumes grew, 
While we lay there sprawling out flat, 

Choking and cursing; but holding our ground, 
And no one put a veto o_n that. 

I remember the night when with pick and with spade 
We scooped shallow graves for our dead; 

No songs could be sung-there were snipers around, 
Not even a prayer could be said. 

We had to work fast, for with coming of day 
The guns would start in to chat; 

Without cottins or blankets we laid them away
And no ru:e put a veto on that.. 

Mr. President, it seems that this · great rich Government of 
ours has plenty of money, according to the Pre ident, for every 
other purpos~to retire our civil employees-hundreds of mil
lions to pay back to war profiteers in increasing amounts every 
year, although the war has been over for 12 years; to give 
billions to European governments in remitting their indebted
Des ; millions to the starving in Russia; $161,000,000 refunds 
to rich taxpayers -who lost in gambling in \Vall .Street; plenty · 
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of money to give to those who do not need it, to put money in 
the coffers of those who have never stood up and fought for 
their country; but many of whom were making profits while 
these boys were standing in the trenches or going over the top 
or burying their dead. No one, not even the President, thought 
of putting a veto on that. _ But when it comes to a pension bill 
for the boys who stood there, who fought there, who were 
wounded there, just remember the v~toes we have had! Our 
President is quick to find his veto power when a sick, maimed, 
or wounded soldier's bill is passed. 

0 Mr. President, I commend the words of this soldier boy 
who wrote these lines and say that it is not time to put a veto 
on legi lation that will do the right thing by our sick and 
wounded soldiers. There is not a Senator here, in my judg-• 
ment, who does not believe that what he did the other day was 
right when we passed the bill giving the sick and disabled and 
wounded soldiers that which is their just due. We all thought 
it or we would not have voted as we did-66 to 6-and even 
some of the six did not want to vote as they did vote. There 
was no factionalism in that vote. Here is cheeseparing, here 
is parsimony, when it comes to dealing with the soldiers, 
because the President commands it; but liberal to the extreme 
with war profiteers, with the civilian employees, with foreigners, 
with war millionaires, and with every other class of our people. 
We have ample money then, and to spare, according to the 
President; we have a surplus for them, according to the Presi
dent; but when it comes to doing the right thing for our 
soldier boys we g~t vetoes from one who never took part in the 
fight. What has he got against the soldiers? It ought not 
to be! 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the amend
ment offered by the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. W .ALSH]. 

l\lr. McNARY. Mr. President--
Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I rise to make inquiry as to 

the length of time the Senator from Oregon desires to proceed 
this evening. 

Mr. McNARY. A number of Senators desire to discuss the 
pending amendment. However, none of them desire to begin 
this late in the afternoon, unless the Senator from Georgia 
would like to discuss it at this time. 

Mr. GEORGE. No; I did not rise to discuss the matter at 
all at this time. , 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I think it is evident we can not 
pass the bill to-day, but I would like to notify the Senate that 
so far as I have any influence I am going to try to keep the 
Senate in session to-morrow until the bill is passed. 

Mr. McNARY. I think there are 95 other Senators who feel 
the same way about it. 

Mr. GEORGE. I hope the Senator from Oregon will ask for 
a recess and not an adjournment, so we can go right on with 
the consideration of the bill to-morrow when we meet. I per
sonally should Uke to have the session begin to-morrow at 11 
o'clock. 

Mr. McNARY. There is some objection to that. 
Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I should like to say a few 

words before we take a recess. I want to say just a word 
with reference to the procedure of the Senate in regard to the 
bill now before us. 

May I be excused if I say something of a personal nature? 
I had quite a number of appointments in my State commencing 

· early in July. When it became evident to me that we were 
not going to be able to dispose of the business of the Congress 
prior to that time I canceled all of those engagements. 

I have no disposition to delay a vote on the bill now before 
u.s, or upon any other matter, one moment longer than legiti
mate debate may be had upon it. But I want to invite the 
attention of Senators to the fact that no definite date for final 
adjournment has been fixed. There is no reason why we should 
not stay here until we conclude the business of the country, and 
do it in a legitimate, high-class manner. With the weather in 
this city as uncomfortable as it is now, and as it will continue 
to be, it seems to me it is the height of foolishness to try . to 
commence our sessions early in the morning and remain in ses.
sion late at night. There is no disposition on the part of any
body to filibuster on the bill or any other measure, and if there 
was I certainly would stand back of the Sen a tor from Penn
sylvania [Mr. REED] in demanding that the Senate remain con
tinuously in session. 

But no such condition exists. No one claims it. Why should 
we not go on in a legitimate way, meeting at 12 o'clock as usual? 
The suggestion has been made that we should meet at 11 o'clock 
in the morning. I want to say to Senators who want to meet 
earlier in the. morning-and I am only speaking now .for one 
committee--that there are two important committees, of which 
I happen to be a member, which' meet to-morrow. The Ju-

diciacy Committee meets to--morrow, and it has before it impor
tant nominations and some very important legislation that we 
ought to enact before we adjourn. Two or three bills recom
mended by the President's commission I think will be reported 
out of the committee to-morrow with practically no amend
ments, at least none that will take any time to consider . . Two 
of the bills will probably be reported just as they came from · 
the House, and we can pass them in a few moments. 

Important nominations are pending. The committee desires 
to dispose of those nominations before Congress adjourns. But 
there is some contention about some of them. One of them, par
ticularly, is a judgeship that no one feels like disposing of with
out proper consideration and giving full opportunity to those on 
both sides of the question who desire to be heard as long as 
there is objection or favorable comments which do not go to 
the extent of a filibuster or unusual delay. Many Senators are 
interested in those nominations. We will not be able to consider 
and report them unless the committee is permitted to meet, and 
we can not hold a session of the committee with this bill pend
ing in the Senate, keeping our membership on the floor. It is a 
physical impossibility. 

Why not, then, run along in the regular and usual way? We 
all have our work in our offices to do. I know that I have 
at the present time more than I ordinarily have. If we are at
tending to that work, we are working many hours when we are 
not in the Senate Chamber. I see no reason why we should 
get excited about final adjournment. Let us run along and 
transact our business in a legitimate way. Let us meet at 12 
o'clock noon. Let us take a recess this evening so this matter 
will come before us immediately when we convene to-morrow. 

Let us not be making semithreats that we are going to hold 
the Senate in session and not permit adjournment, but that we 
are going to pass this bill or that bill immediately. There is 
nothing transpiring with reference to this bill that is not per· 
fectly legitimate in the way of debate. Let us hear it until we 
have finished with it. I think we will be able to dispose of the 
bill to-morrow without any question, but if we do not there is 
another day following and there is nothing compelling us to 
adjourn upon any particular day. 

If Senators have appointments that are going to interfere 
with the legitimate work of the Senate, they ought, I think, to 
cancel them. I practice what I am preaching. There is reason 
why some Senators are personally interested in campaigns at 
home just at this time and more reason why they should be 
anxious to adjourn than other Senators. We ought not to ad
journ, of course, until we pass the veterans' legislation in some 
form. We ought not to adjourn after we have passed it until 
we know whether it is going to be vetoed or not. If necessary, 
we should remain in session 10 days after the bill is passed so 
that no pocket veto can intervene. I do not anticipate any
thing of that kind, but it is an emergency that might come. 

Why not go on without these continual threats that come 
to us in all manner of ways that we are going to work here all 
night if necessary? _In the first place, if we undertake to do 
that, we will not get good legislation. In the next place, we are 
not physically able to stand it-at least, many of us are not 
able to stand it in this climate. We ought to be moderate, we 
ought to be temperate in what we are trying to do. If we do 
not overdo ourselves one day, we can run along all summer if 
necessary; but, instead of trying to overburden ourselves, if 
anything, we ought to let up just a little bit. I see no hurry 
about adjournment. We ought to go on and in a legitimate 
way try to transact ~he business of the country. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, I ask permis
sion to have printed in the RECORD, in connection with the 
debate, a letter and several telegrams received from various 
groups of veterans approving the pending amendment. 

There being no objection, tha letter and telegrams were 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as follows : 

V.llTllRANS OF FOR.IIHGN WARS OJ' THJ: UNITED STATES, 
Ju·ne 18, 1930. 

Hon. DAVID L W ALBH, 
U11itea State& Senate, Washington, D. 0. 

Mr DEAR SENATOR WALSH: .As you are aware, there is pending before 
the Senate a bill to amend the veterans' act. It is a substitute for the 
bill that passed the House. 

We must admit the bill that passed the House was very liberal, and 
it is extremely doubtful it it would ever receive the approval of the 
President. 

It is conceded that the bill reported in the Senate takes care of many 
veterans, but it takes. care of a class of veterans., leaving others In _ 
their present situation. 

Honestly feeling that it will be best for the country as well as the 
veterans and their dependents if Congress will now enact a World War 
pension bill taking care of disabled veterans and the widows and minor 
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children of those who have <lied, we urge yon to give special eonsidera
tion to this suggestion. - · · 

In the· end it will not cost more if as · much, as the pending bllL I 
invite your attention to S. 3488. This measure, if enacted, would give 
moderate and reasonable relief to all disabled rathezo than high World 

veterans' legislation if no better possible. It can not get Spanish War 
rates and applying to all who served between 1917 and 1921, please kill 
bill. . 

WA.LTER J. DUMAS, Ohairma-n. 

War compensation rates to a comparative few whose rights thereto are CASTLE PoiNT, N. Y., June ~. 
1980 

• 
. based upon pure legal fiction and not upon medical testimony. United States Senator DAVID I. WALSH, 

I am ·told the Finance Committee ordered this pension proviSion (of Senate Office Building, Waghington, D. a.: 
from $10 to $60 depending upon disability) reported, but the following Wiring every Senator requesting equalization with Spanish War rates 
day ·reconsidered the vote arid reported the pending bill Had it been or no legislation at all. .All our hospital contacts notified to same 
1n order in the House, the pension bill would have been substituted for effect Saturday night, as Representative RANKIN requested. Walsh
the pending bill. Connally amendment our only hope. Proposed pauperizing rates ob-

The situation is that the pending bill takes care of a class ot veterans noxious. Best wishes our mutual success. 
while the pension bill takes care of all for practically t.he same cost to 

1 
the Government, although the amount to be paid to the veterans will WILLIAM CLEA.llY' 

Oommander Disabled American Veteram. not be as much as the pending bill provides. 
The measure reported by the Senate does not solve the problems of 

the Congress relating to disabled veterans. It aggravates the problem FoRT BAYARD, N. Mllx., June t8, 1930. 
and endangers all possible relief for these desperately disabled men ln . Hon. DAVID I. WALSH, 
the present session. 

A pension bill is sure to come in a year ()r two, so why not pass it 
now and save the Government money in the end and at the same time 
satisfy disabled veterans and their dependents? 

Sincerely yours, 

Senator DAVID I. WALSH, 

EDWIN S .. BETTZLHEIH, Jr., 
Ohairman National Legi8Zatwe Committee. 

PROVIDENCE, R. I., June 5, 1930. 

Senator tor Massachusetts, Washington, D. 0.: 
Veterans of this State tremendously interested in bill being prepared 

by you and Senator CoNNALLY. This is the only solution of the veter· 
ans' problems. Your measure will relieve veterans' organizations 
throughout the country of the responsibility of devoting nearly all their 
activities to the raising of funds to take care of sick and needy veter
ans. We hope that you will go through to the limit with this bill and 
that you will place every Senator on record. Anything that we might 
be able to do to help do not hesitate to call _on us. May we suggest that 
you have amended World War veterans' act so that minimum rate of 
compensation shall be $20 per month. This will make both the com
pensation act and the pension act give the same amount of money for 
10 per cent disability. We arc wiring Senator HEBERT and Senator 

. METcALF, asking their support for your measn:re. 

Hon. DAVID I. WALSH, 

DAVID .A. DORGAN, 
Department Commander, Veterans of 

Foreign Wars, of Rhode Island. 

, MAYWOOD, !LL., June 28, 1980. 

United St~tes Senator, Washington, D. 0.: 
Patients of Hines Hospital petition you to offer amendment to Veter

ans' Bureau on same rate as Spanish pension bill. 
FRANCIS KmORT. 

FORT BAYARD, N. MEX., June t8, 1980. 
Hon. DAVID I. WALSH, 

Senate Office Building, Washington, D. 0.: 
Urge you and colleagues kill pauper pension bill as reported out 

of Senate Finance Committee. All veterans' organizations here insist 
upon Walsh-Connally amendment to raise pensions to equality with 
present rates Spanish War. 

Senator DAVID I. WALSH, 
Washington, D. 0.: 

HINDS WELCH, 
American Legion. 

FRANK SMITH, 
United Spanish War Veterans. 

FREDERICK VILLIO, 
Veterans Foreign Wars • 

.ALBERT MORIARTY, 
Di.sabled Ametioan Veterans. 

ASHEVILLE, N. C., June 29, 1930. 

The rates in veterans' bill as ~assed by the House are fnsufficient for 
the maintenance of a disabled man and familY. Sentiment among the 
patients at Oteen, N. C., is that the bill should be defeated unless the 
rates can be raised to amounts called for by the Walsh-connally amend
ment. 

OTEEN HosPITAL CHA.PTER, No. 3, DrsABLl!ID AMERICAN VETERANs. 

HELENA, MONT., June ~. 19SO. 
Hon. DAVID I. W A.LSH, SenatOf", 

· Senate Office Building, Washington, D. 0.: 
Urge Senate adopt amendments offered by WALSH and CoNNALLY, 

including Spanish War pension rates with last increase, to pending 

Senate Office Building: 
Veterans• orga.I\izations, Fort Bayard, unanimously agree that fair and 

just pension for World War veterans would be same as present Spanish 
War pension. Urgently request enactment this session. 

Hon. DAVID I. WALSH, 

HINDS WELCH, 
.American Legicm. 

FRANK SMI.TH, 
United Spanish War Veterans. 

Fru:DBRICK VILLIO, 
Veterans Foreign. Wars. 
ALBKRT MORIARITY, 

Diooled American Veterans. 

BosTON, MAss., Jun.e !6, 1930. 

United States Senate, Washington, D. 0.: 
At the request of National Commander Bodenhamer, Wollaston Post, 

No. 295, A.m:erican Legion, Department of Massachusetts, requests your 
support of the veterans' pension bill. 

HARRY G. BURNHAM, Post Adjutant. 

POSTAL CONT&A.a.rs--.A.RTIOLI!l BY JOHN NICOLSON 

1\.Ir. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to 
have printed as a Senate document an article entitled " The 
Truth .About the Postal Contracts," by John Nicolson, former 
director of several bureaus of the United States Shipping Board. 

I wish to say that it is a very remarkable document, and, 
after it shall have been printed, I hope that every Senator will 
undertake to read it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the article 
referred to will be printed as a S~ate document. 

RECESS 

Mr. McNARY. I move that the Senate take a recess until 12 
o'clock noon to-morrow. 

Tbe motion was agreed to; and (at 5 o'clock and 15 minutes 
p. m.) the Senate took a recess until to-morrow, Tuesday, July 
1, 1930, at 12 o'clock meridian. 

NOMINATIONS 

E:cecutive nominatiQ11..8 received b1/ the Senate June 30, 1930 

CoAST GU.ABD 

The following-named officers in the Coast Guard of the United 
States: 

To be oomtn(llnder (engineering) to ran.lc as such from June 
7, 1930 

Lieut. Commander (Engineering) Charles E. Sugden. 

To be Ueutenant (junior grade) to rank as such from May 15, 
1930 

E~sign Leon H. Morine. 

To be corn:mamders (engineering) to rank as such from .April 
23, 1930 

Lieut. Commander (Engineering) Herbert N. Perham. 
Lieut. Commander (Engineering) Benjamin C. Thorn. 
Lieut. Commander (Engineering) Milton R. Daniels. 
Lieut. Commander (Engineering) Ellis Reed-Hill. 
The following-named officers in the Coast Guard of the United 

States to take effect from date of oath: 

To be chief g·unners 

Gunner Sidney A. Harvey. 
Gunner Alfred R. Greenaway. 
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To be chief machin~ts 

1\fachinist Willard L. Jones. 
Machinist Walter L. Hunley .. 
Machinist Jarvis B. Wellman. 
Machinist George F. Kolb. 
Machinist Irwin D. Weston. 
Machinist George Holloway. 
Machinist Edward A. Stanton. 
Machinist Robert N. Williams. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
MoNDAY, Jwne 30, 1930 

The House met at 12 o'clock noon and was called to order by 
the Speaker. · 

The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D., offered 
the following prayer : 

Author and Giver of Life, who art ever with us, we thank 
Thee that we can not wander beyond Thy loving care. We praise 
Thee for this fair world, enriched by Thy infinite powei.· and 
Thy countless mercies. 0 may we not mar its glory by our 
selfishness, but by wisdom and intelligence make it more beau
tifu1. May we dismiss from our thoughts inconveniences and 
petty annoyances and forget them. Make us grateful for the 
sunlight, the blue sky, the daily mercies, and the wonderful 
blessings which we enjoy. For these, 0 Lord of Life, may we 
always be sincerely thankful. Through Christ our Savior. 
Amen. 

The Journal of the proceedings· of Saturday, June 28, 1930, 
was read and approved. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 

A message from the Senate by Mr. Craven, its principal clerk, 
announced that the Senate had passed without amendment bills 
of the House of the following titles : 

B. R. 573. An act for the relief of Barzilla William Bramble; 
B. R. 576. An act for the relief of Matthew Edward Murphy; 
H. R.1159. An act for the relief of the Delaware & Hudson 

Co. of New York City; 
H. R. 3960. An act for the relief of Louis Nebel & Son ; 
H. R. 4110. An act to credit the accounts of Maj. Benjamin L. 

Jacobson, Finance Department, United States Army; 
B. R. 5292. An act to authorize the city of Napa, Calif., to 

purchase certain public lands for the protection of its water 
supply; 

H. R. 6113. An act for the relief of Gilbert Grocery Co., Lynch-
burg, Va.; · 

H. R. 6642. An act for the relief of John Magee ; 
B. R. 6694. An act for the relief of P. M. Nigro; 
H. R. 7445. An act for the relief of J. W. Nix; 
B. R. 8438. An act for the relief of J. T. Bonner; 
H. R. 8612. An act for the relief of Ralph Rhees ; 
B. R. 9279. An act for relief of Henry A. Knott & Co. ; 
H. R. 10317. An act for the relief of Samuel S. Michaelson; 
n. R.10532. An act for the relief of Frank M. Grover; 
B. R. 10582. An act to provide for the addition of certain lands 

to the Lassen Volcanic National Park in the State of California; 
H. R. 10060. An act to amend the law relative to the citizen

ship and n11turalization of married women, and for other pur
po es; 

H. R.ll608. An act for the relief of Jerry Esposito; 
H. R.12233. An act authorizing the Robertson & Janin Co., 

of Montreal, Canada, its successors and assigns, to construct, 
maintain, and operate a bridge across the Rainy River at 
Baudette, Minn.; 

H. R. 12554. An act to extend the times for commencing and 
completing the construction of a bridge across the Tennessee 
River at or near Knoxville, Tenn. ; 

H. R. 12614. An act granting the consent of Congress to the 
city of Aurora, Ill., to construct, maintain, and operate a free 
highway bridge from Stolps Island in the Fox River at Aurora, 
Ill., to connect with the existing highway bridge across the Fox 

: River north of Stolps Island; 
H. R. 12844. An act granting the consent of Congress to the 

State of Montana, the counties of Roosevelt, Richland, and Mc
Cone, or any of tbem, to construct, maintain, and operate a free 
highway bridge across the Missouri River at or near Poplar, 

, Mont.; 
! H. R. 12919. An act granting the consent of Congress to the 
:State of Montana or any political subdivisions or public agencies 
i thereof, or any of them, to construct, maintain, and operate a 
1 free highway bridge across the Missouri River southerly from 
:the Fort Belknap Indian R~servation at or near the point known 

/ 

and designated as the ·Power-site Crossing or at or near the 
point known and designated as Wilder Ferry ; 

H. R.12920. An act granting the consent of Congress to the 
State of Montana and the counties of Roosevelt and Richland, 
or any of them, to construct, maintain, and operate a free high
way bridge across the Missouri River at or near Culbertson, 
Mont.; and 

H. R.12993. An act granting the consent of Congress to the 
State of Illinois to construct, maintain, and operate a free 
highway bridge across the Little Calumet River at One hundred 
and fifty-ninth Street in Cook County, State of Illinois. 

The message also announced that the Senate agrees to the 
amendments of the House to bills of the following titles: 

S. 39. An act for the relief of Kate Canniff ; and 
S. 2790. An act for the relief of D. B. Traxler. 
The message also announced that the Senate insists upon its 

amendments to the bill (H. R. 11144) entitled "An act to author
ize the Se<;retary of the Treasury to extend, remodel, and 
enlarge the post-office building at Washington, D. C., and for 
other purposes," disagreed to by the House, agrees to the con
ference asked by the House on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses thereon, and appoints :Mr. KEYES, Mr. FEss, and Mr 
AsHURST to be the conferees on the part of the Senate. 

WESTERN OKLAHOMA'S NEW RADIO STATION 

Mr. McCLINTIC of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani
mous consent to extend my remarks in the REOORD by printing an 
address by me, read at the establishment of a broadcasting 
station in my district. 

The SPEAKER. Is there .objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Oklahoma? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. McCLINTIC of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker, on April 5 this 

year a new radio broadcastilig station was established at Elk 
City, Okla., KGMP. I could not be present; therefore, through 
the kindness of Mr. G. E. Martin, president of the Martin Loan 
& Investment Co., the following inaugural address was broad
casted for me : 

Ladies and gentleman of the radio audience, another milestone of 
progress has been made by the establishment of KGMP, the first radio 
broadcasting station in the congressional district I have the honor to 
represent. I desire to congratulate the pioneer spirit of its founders 
and the citizens of Elk City and surrounding communities for the kind 
of cooperation that made this result possible. 

Such a broadcasting station should be the means of promoting the 
increased progress of our State, and in addition bring added happiness 
to our citizens. This is the day of new ideas and' inventions. No one 
can prophesy with any degree of accuracy what the morrow will bring 
forth. I remember listening to a speech made by the late Uncle Joe 
Cannon, who for many years was a distinguished Member of Congress, 
in which he said that when it was first proposed that congressional 
aid should be given to pl'Omote the art of flying, that he made a speech 
ridiculing the idea. Then he said after airplanes did fly : " I made up 
my mind that never again as long as I live would I oppose or say that 
it was not possible to do anything." rt will also be remembered that 
long years ago in the city which has often been called the Athens of 
America, Boston, Mass., an editorial was published in the leading daily 
paper congratulating the city authorities of New York for arresting a 
man who claimed that he could transmit sound or the voice from one 
person to another by using a wire stretched from one place to another. 
The editorial said that such dangerous fanatics should not be allowed to 
have free access to the city or to worry those who are busily engaged 
in peaceful pursuits, ·for the reason they would be liable to contaminate 
their minds. Likewise, in the city of Philadelphia prior to the Civil 
War an ordinance was passed which made it a violation of the law 
for anyone to place a bathtub in their house. There are other instances 
where inventions came ahead of the progress of civilization, and because 
of such, the originators were laughed at, or made to suffer in some way. 
Therefore, the world is awakening to a new era of progress, and our 
citizens are being taught that they must never allow their minds to 
become concreted on any subject, for the reason that which is new 
to-day will be superseded to-morrow by some new idea that will bring 
about increased efficiency. 

The harnessing of aerial waves in such a manner as to make them 
perform a service for mankind is the greatest invention of the age, 
and no one can have a proper conception of this fact unless they have 
had occasion to experience the benefits of the same. I remember on one 
occasion while aboard ship en route to Hawaii, I requested the raUio 
operator to send a message to Washington asking the Secretary of the 
Navy if I might secure permission for a friend to accompany me to 
Australia. Notwithstanding the fact that we were many thousand miles 
away, the next morning a message was picked up from the air granting 
this authority. On another occasion, while en route from New Zealand 
to American Samoa, the radio operator brought me a message that he 
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